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The Senate met at 12 noon and was
called to order by the Honorable JONI
ERNST, a Senator from the State of
Iowa.

——
PRAYER

The Chaplain, Dr. Barry C. Black, of-
fered the following prayer:

Let us pray.

Almighty God, King of Kings and
Lord of Lords, thank You for this op-
portunity to boldly approach Your
throne of grace, finding help during
life’s challenging seasons. It is at Your
throne that we obtain mercy to sustain
us through life’s hardships.

Lord, we build these moments of si-
lent anticipation into our day, aware of
our need of You. Be for our lawmakers
their shelter in the time of storm. Pre-
pare them to meet whatever difficul-
ties that may lurk in life’s shadows as
they seek to cultivate an experiential
relationship with You. Lord, give them
the wisdom to persevere through tough
times and never give up.

We pray in Your great Name. Amen.

——

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
The Presiding Officer led the Pledge
of Allegiance, as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will please read a communication
to the Senate from the President pro
tempore (Mr. HATCH).

The senior assistant legislative clerk
read the following letter:

U.S. SENATE,
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,
Washington, DC, November 29, 2017.
To the Senate:

Under the provisions of rule I, paragraph 3,

of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby

Senate

appoint the Honorable JONI ERNST, a Senator
from the State of Iowa, to perform the duties
of the Chair.
ORRIN G. HATCH,
President pro tempore.
Mrs. ERNST thereupon assumed the
Chair as Acting President pro tempore.

————————

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY
LEADER

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The majority leader is recog-
nized.

—————

NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZA-
TION ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR
2018—MOTION TO PROCEED

Mr. McCONNELL. Madam President,
I move to proceed to Calendar No. 165,
S. 1519.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will report the motion.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
read as follows:

Motion to proceed to Calendar No. 165, S.
1519, a bill to authorize appropriations for
fiscal year 2018 for military activities of the
Department of Defense, for military con-
struction, and for defense activities of the
Department of Energy, to prescribe military
personnel strengths for such fiscal year, and
for other purposes.

TAX REFORM

Mr. McCONNELL. Madam President,
during the last decade, hard-working
American families have tried to get
ahead, but they too often faced insur-
mountable barriers. The economy was
sluggish, paychecks were stagnant, and
jobs and opportunities stayed literally
out of reach. The people we represent
deserve a whole lot better than that,
and it is time for us to deliver. It is
time to take our feet off the brakes and
get our economy going again and grow-
ing again. We could do that through
tax reform.

Every American who has ever
interacted with the IRS already knows
that our Tax Code is broken. Rates are
too high, deductions and loopholes are

too complex to understand, and it is
too easy for well-connected elites to
take advantage. Passing tax reform is
the single most important thing we can
do right now to shift the economy into
high gear and deliver much-needed re-
lief to American families.

The Senate Finance Committee has
developed a bill that is the result of lit-
erally years of work, dozens of hear-
ings, and a full committee markup. I
once again commend Chairman HATCH
for his leadership of this committee
and thank him for producing legisla-
tion to unleash the potential of our
economy, to create jobs, and to Kkeep
them right here in America.

Throughout this process, we have
kept middle-class families at the cen-
ter of our efforts. We want to make
their taxes lower, simpler, and fairer.
That is why our plan would give the
typical family of four with a median
income a tax cut of close to $2,200 a
year. A single parent raising his or her
child on a modest income could also
see a tax cut of nearly $1,400. These are
real savings that can help families plan
for their future and actually get ahead.

The Finance Committee’s tax reform
proposal also provides substantial re-
lief to small businesses. We want to
make it easier for them to grow, to in-
vest, and, of course, to hire. The bill
also will remove incentives for cor-
porations to ship jobs and investments
overseas.

Finally, our tax reform proposal de-
livers relief to low- and middle-income
Americans by repealing ObamaCare’s
individual mandate tax. For too long,
families have suffered under an un-
popular tax from an unworkable law.
Repealing this ObamaCare tax will
help those who need it most.

Yesterday, the Senate Budget Com-
mittee, under Chairman MIKE ENZI's
leadership, reported out a bill, includ-
ing our proposal to reform the Tax
Code. I thank Chairman ENZI and the
members of the Budget Committee for
their outstanding work to get us to
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this important moment. They have
been strong advocates for tax reform,
and I appreciate their efforts. The com-
mittee’s report also included Chairman
MURKOWSKI’s plan to further develop
Alaska’s oil and gas potential in an en-
vironmentally responsible way. Her
legislation, which has the support of
her Alaska colleague, Senator SUL-
LIVAN, was designed to create good
jobs, provide new sources of energy,
and strengthen our national security.
Now they will both advance to the Sen-
ate floor.

Today, the Senate will take the next
important step toward fixing the Tax
Code and helping middle-class families
keep more of their hard-earned money.
Members will vote to begin debate on
this once-in-a-generation opportunity
to reform our Tax Code so it works for
the middle class. I encourage any Mem-
ber who thinks we need to fix the prob-
lems of our outdated Tax Code to vote
to proceed to this legislation. Anyone
who thinks that rates are too high or
that loopholes are too prominent
should vote to begin debate. To Mem-
bers who have ideas about how to make
the bill better, I would urge them to
vote for the motion to proceed and
offer their amendments. I believe my
mandate from the people of Kentucky
is to vote yes, and I certainly intend to
do so.

The bottom line is this: We must
vote to begin debate because once we
do, we will be one step closer to taking
more money out of Washington’s pock-
et and putting more money into the
pockets of the hard-working men and
women we represent. This is our
chance. This is our chance to deliver
relief for the people who sent us here,
and the way we can do that is by vot-
ing to proceed to the bill. Every Mem-
ber will have the opportunity later
today to answer the calls of American
families by voting to begin debate. I
will vote yes on the motion to proceed,
and I would urge all of my colleagues
to do the same.

NOMINATION OF DAVID STRAS

Now on another matter, Madam
President, our colleague Senator
GRASSLEY has done an outstanding job
of processing the Senate’s judicial
nominees, beginning with the Presi-
dent’s selection of Judge Neil Gorsuch
to serve on the Supreme Court. Chair-
man GRASSLEY and members of the Ju-
diciary Committee continue their im-
portant work today as the committee
holds a hearing for three more of the
President’s judicial nominees, includ-
ing two well-qualified nominees to our
circuit courts, Justice David Stras and
Mr. Stuart Kyle Duncan.

The committee’s hearing today is
particularly important because it
means that one member of this body—
in this case, the junior Senator from
Minnesota—cannot singlehandedly
block the committee from considering
an extraordinarily well-qualified nomi-
nee to serve on our circuit court. That
nominee is Justice David Stras of the
Minnesota Supreme Court.
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Justice Stras is an extremely quali-
fied and widely admired member of
Minnesota’s highest court. He was
raised by a single mother. He is the
grandson of a survivor of the Nazi
death camp at Auschwitz.

Justice Stras graduated first in his
class from the University of Kansas
Law School. He clerked on the court of
appeals and the U.S. Supreme Court.
He worked for several years in private
practice until he joined the faculty of
the TUniversity of Minnesota Law
School. He was appointed to the Min-
nesota Supreme Court in 2010, and in
2012, Minnesota voters elected him to a
full term on their highest court.

His reputation in the Minnesota legal
community is impeccable. It is no won-
der that the American Bar Associa-
tion—hardly a rightwing organiza-
tion—gave him its highest rating,
unanimously ‘‘well qualified.”

Nevertheless, the junior Senator
from Minnesota does not support Jus-
tice Stras receiving so much as a hear-
ing. That approach is untenable in
light of the recent actions of our
Democratic colleagues. A little more
than 4 years ago, they eliminated the
supermajority requirement for ending
debate on lower court nominees. They
did so, they said, because they believed
that a minority of the Senate should
not be able to prevent the confirmation
of a nominee who enjoyed the support
of a majority of this body.

Perhaps our Democratic colleagues
now feel buyer’s remorse over the
change to the Senate rules they
jammed through this body, but they
should not be allowed to use the com-
mittee’s blue-slip courtesy—which is
neither a committee rule nor a Senate
rule—as another way to block the con-
sideration of nominees with majority
support. As Chairman GRASSLEY has
pointed out, that approach is not the
way the blue-slip courtesy was first
used, nor is it the way the vast major-
ity of the Judiciary Committee chair-
men have used it.

After Senate Democrats have
changed the Senate’s rules to prevent
41 Senators from stopping a nominee,
our Democratic colleagues surely can-
not now think it is tenable to give just
one Senator absolute power to do so.
They decided that 41 Senators ought
not to be able to stop a nominee. How
can they now argue that one Senator
should be able to, in effect, block all
the nominees?

In this case, the junior Senator from
Minnesota acknowledges that it is ‘“‘un-
deniably true’ that Justice Stras is a
“‘committed public servant whose ten-
ure as a professor at the University of
Minnesota underscores just how much
he cares about the law.” Yet our col-
league objects to the committee even
considering his nomination. Why does
he want to block a widely respected
and accomplished State supreme court
justice from his own State whom his
constituents actually support? Because
our colleague doesn’t agree with the
U.S. Supreme Court Justices whom the
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nominee admires, one of whom the
nominee happened to clerk for.

I applaud Chairman GRASSLEY for not
allowing the blue-slip courtesy to be
abused in this fashion, and I look for-
ward to learning more about Justice
Stras’s views from today’s hearing.

RECOGNITION OF THE MINORITY LEADER

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Democratic leader is recog-
nized.

REPUBLICAN TAX PLAN

Mr. SCHUMER. Madam President,
first, before I get to my main issue of
taxes, I just heard the majority leader
talk about taking away the blue slip.
We hear the other side professing they
want to work in a bipartisan way, but
every step they take takes away bipar-
tisanship. Reconciliation takes away
bipartisanship. Getting rid of the blue
ship takes away bipartisanship. Unfor-
tunately, the majority leader has
taken many steps this year to remove
any hint of bipartisanship—most nota-
bly, reconciliation on this major tax
bill.

This is the first time we are doing
tax reform in 36 years, but then, it was
done in a bipartisan way. The product
lasted, and people, in retrospect, were
proud of it. Because this bill is being
done in such a partisan and narrow way
and the idea—I even heard my friend
from Utah say this: Join us. You don’t
put together a bill in the dark of night
with just Republicans and then say:
Come join us. That is not how tax re-
form was done in 1986. That is not how
major, bipartisan efforts in this body
have ever been done. It is a group from
both parties sitting down and coming
up with a plan. And to offer amend-
ments and then to have them all de-
feated or ruled out of order and then
say that is regular order? Who are we
kidding? Who are we kidding?

This has been a very partisan bill.
That is why it is not a great product.
That is why the other side is rushing it
through. This is not a proud day for
this Chamber, and history will show
that. History will show that.

Now I would like to talk about the
specific plan, although we are still not
sure what the plan will be. According
to reports, Republicans are, right now,
furiously debating changes in the bill,
and who knows when they will put the
bill on the floor. A bill like this de-
serves weeks of debate on the floor. At
most, we will get 20 hours of debate—
and maybe not that—depending on
when the leader puts the new sub-
stitute bill on the floor. That is so
wrong. That is so against the better an-
gels of this Chamber and the history
we have had for centuries. It is against
the best practices that my dear friend
from Utah, the chairman of the Fi-
nance Committee, has exhibited
throughout his career. So I hope we
can, even at this late moment, change
that.

But we are only 1 day away, unfortu-
nately, from a final vote on the bill to
rewrite the entire U.S. Tax Code, and
significant parts of the Republican bill
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are still up in the air. By the time we
vote, no one will have a definitive anal-
ysis of how the bill would impact the
economy—no one. No one will know
how the last-minute provisions Repub-
licans add will affect American tax-
payers and businesses.

If this bill should pass—and I sure
hope it doesn’t, for the sake of America
and for the sake of the middle class—
my Republican friends will regret rush-
ing it through in such a brazen way.
There will be unintended consequences.
The rush to get something—anything—
done will haunt my Republican col-
leagues in years to come and, I dare
say, in November of 2018.

I would understand the rush if the
Republicans were sure they had a great
tax bill, but they are not sure. I know
so many of my colleagues have ex-
pressed real misgivings about this bill.
They say that it is better than nothing,
but that is not the alternative. It is not
either this bill or nothing. We Demo-
crats are ready to sit down and work
on a bipartisan bill—it will take a cou-
ple of months—and come up with a
much better plan that will get 70 or 80
votes on the floor of this Chamber, of
which we can all be proud.

Every independent analysis has
shown that millions of middle-class
people will get an increase in taxes.
The Tax Policy Center estimates that
60 percent of middle-class families will
see a tax increase at the end of the day,
while folks making over $1 million will
get an average cut of $40,000. Do mil-
lionaires need a tax cut at all? Are
they doing so poorly? Is there any
study that shows this kind of tax cut
will make them work harder or create
more jobs? No. No. None. So the indi-
vidual side here, which reduces the top
rate by 1 percent, if that is still in the
bill they are going to put before us, is
misguided.

Corporations will get permanent
breaks while individuals’ will expire
after only a few years. For estates,
right now the only estates that pay
any tax are worth over $11 million, and
they will get a tax break while 13 mil-
lion fewer Americans—middle income,
low income—will get health insurance.
Why rush to pass a bill like that?

It is no wonder the bill is so unpopu-
lar with the American people. In every
survey that I have seen and in every
State survey that I have seen, the
numbers who dislike the bill exceed—in
most cases, by a lot—those who like
the bill, just like healthcare.

Now, corporate profits are at an all-
time high. Companies are flush with
cash. The richest 1 percent of Ameri-
cans receive 20 percent of the overall
national income. The richest 1 percent
get 20 percent of the income. God bless
them. I don’t like that percentage, and
that percentage hasn’t been matched in
nearly a century since the roaring
twenties. But do they need a tax
break? Come on.

Corporations and the wealthy are
doing great right now. God bless them.
They don’t need a tax cut. To lavish
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them with huge tax breaks and ask the
middle class to bear so much of the
cost—that gets it backward. That is
not a bill anyone in this Chamber can
be proud of, whether your views are for
tax cuts or not.

The main argument my Republican
colleagues use to counter these damn-
ing facts—what I say is the core argu-
ment of their tax plan—is that a mas-
sive corporate tax cut would grow the
economy and make it easier for compa-
nies to invest in their workers. The ar-
gument that a massive corporate tax
cut leads to more jobs and higher
wages is a flimsy house of cards that
falls down under the slightest scrutiny.

Just yesterday, Bloomberg published
an article citing the CEOs of major
companies like Cisco and Coca-Cola,
who said, according to the report, that
““they’ll turn over most gains from the
proposed corporate tax cuts to their
shareholders, undercutting the Presi-
dent’s promise that his plan will create
jobs and raise wages for the middle
class.”

We have seen similar quotes by major
corporate leaders on earnings calls
over the past several months. They ad-
mitted that this big corporate tax
break will go, in large part, to stock
buybacks, dividends, which we all
know go to the wealthiest people in
America. The preponderance of it goes
to the wealthiest people in America.
The additional profits from corporate
tax cuts will not go to new investments
or higher wages but to CEO bonuses,
stock buybacks, and dividends.

Perhaps the most compelling testi-
mony was given to top White House
economic adviser Gary Cohn himself,
who spoke at the Wall Street Journal
CEO Council earlier this year. The
gathering of business leaders was asked
to raise their hands if they planned to
invest the money they got from cor-
porate tax cuts into their companies.

Gary Cohn had to ask: Why aren’t
there more hands up?

Again, you say: Well, they were
afraid to say so. They didn’t want to
reveal their plans. Well, corporate ex-
ecutives are revealing their plans in
their earnings calls. And when report-
ers ask them, so many of them say: I
am not going to invest this in jobs; I
am going to invest it in dividends and
stock buybacks, send it back to the
shareholders.

The harsh fact of the matter is that
tax cuts don’t result in the kind of eco-
nomic growth and job growth my Re-
publican friends predict. It didn’t hap-
pen after the Bush tax cuts. It didn’t
happen in Kansas, where there were so
many promises: If we cut taxes in Kan-
sas, there will be huge growth and new
jobs. Well, it was a dramatic flop, what
happened in Kansas, that our Repub-
lican colleagues are repeating. They
are not learning from history. Kansas’s
job growth last year was much lower
than the national average, despite all
the big tax cuts they gave.

I am afraid my Republican colleagues
and friends are willing to paper over
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their serious reservations with this bill
in order to say that they got something
done. They are willing to look past the
fact that 60 percent of middle-class
families will see tax increases by the
end of the day, that healthcare pre-
miums will rise 10 percent, that 13 mil-
lion fewer Americans will have health
insurance, and that the tax bill will ex-
acerbate inequality in an economy that
is already perilously unequal—all in
the name of deficit-busting corporate
tax cuts that will not create the kind
of economic growth and job growth
they are predicting.

I heard the majority leader speak a
minute ago and say: The focus of this
bill—these are his words, in effect; I
don’t know his exact words, but they
are like this. He said: The focus of this
bill is on the middle class.

It is only on the middle class if you
believe in trickle-down economics, that
giving money to the wealthy corpora-
tions and giving money to the wealthi-
est of people will create jobs—trickle-
down. It has never worked. According
to a recent poll, 77 percent of Ameri-
cans don’t believe that big corpora-
tions should get tax breaks. They don’t
believe in trickle-down. The only peo-
ple who believe in trickle-down seem to
be the Members of this Chamber and
the big corporation leaders who will
get the benefits. Nobody else seems to
believe it. Trickle-down is wrong. This
bill could be entitled ‘‘the trickle-down
tax bill.” Let’s hope and pray, middle-
class people, that when we give most of
the breaks to the wealthiest and big-
gest corporations, you might get a few
crumbs. Nobody wants that. We could
do much better, working together in a
bipartisan way.

In conclusion, I would say to my col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle,
particularly those who aren’t sold on
this bill: We can create a better prod-
uct by working together. Democrats
and Republicans agree on many prin-
ciples in tax reform. We both want to
lower rates and close loopholes. We
both want to reduce burdens on the
middle class and small businesses and
simplify the code. I think many on the
other side agree with us that it should
be deficit-neutral. This bill is none of
those things.

If we start over and pursue tax re-
form in the right way, the bipartisan
way, the open way, the sunlight way, 1
genuinely believe we can find a product
that both sides can be proud of and one
that will be much, much better—and
much better received—by and for the
American people.

I yield the floor.

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
leadership time is reserved.

———

MORNING BUSINESS
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
Senate will be in a period of morning
business, with Senators permitted to
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speak therein for up to 10 minutes
each.
The Senator from Utah.

————
TAX REFORM

Mr. HATCH. Madam President, I
have listened to the minority leader’s
remarks. If anybody believes that we
are going to be able to work together
closely when they just want a bill for
the Federal Government at all costs—
they had us right there on the cusp of
socialism just a month ago, and we are
still right on the cusp of socialism. I
hate to say it, but our Democratic
friends are pushing us toward social-
ism, which has never worked anywhere
in the world, and it is not going to
work here. Their answer to everything
is big government.

There are two different points of view
here. I have to tell you I used to be on
their side when I was a young fellow. I
was raised in poverty. I came up the
hard way. I learned a trade. I became a
journeyman metal lather, which was
one of the most skilled trades at the
time.

I have to say that these haunting re-
frains were used by Democrats back
then, too, but look at this country and
the mess it is in, and it is in a mess be-
cause of their philosophy. We have to
change it. I admit, with him, that the
business community isn’t always right,
and they are not always the best to
spend our money, but they are sure a
lot better than government spending it
all the time. So much for that.

The Senate will soon vote on a mo-
tion to proceed to legislation to reform
our Nation’s broken Tax Code and to
provide significant relief for tens of
millions of middle-class families.

Members from both parties have
worked for years on this effort. As we
move to consider this legislation, we
will take another step toward accom-
plishing what has—until recently, any-
way—been a bipartisan goal. I want to
thank all of those who have helped us
advance this process, especially the
members and staff of the Finance Com-
mittee, who have worked tirelessly to
get us to this point. I also want to
thank our distinguished majority lead-
er, Senator MCCONNELL, for his work
and leadership on this as well.

Of course, we are not there yet. We
have a number of additional steps to
take, including today’s vote. I don’t
want to put any carts ahead of any
horses, but I am optimistic that we can
get a positive outcome today.

Our tax reform bill is crafted with
the primary purpose of providing tax
relief to the middle class and growth to
our economy. To accomplish these
goals, the bill lowers individual tax
rates across the board. The bill also ex-
pands the zero tax bracket by nearly
doubling the standard deduction, dou-
bling the child tax credit, and increas-
ing the child tax credit refundability,
all of which, combined, will eliminate
income tax liability for many hard-
working American families and signifi-
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cantly cut taxes for tens of millions of
middle-class taxpayers. That sounds
like the right thing to do to me.

Some examples, I think, can be illus-
trative here. Under our bill, a family of
four making the U.S. median family in-
come of around $73,000 a year will see
their taxes go down by more than $2,000
a year. That is a savings of more than
$180 a month. Overall, this represents a
nearly 60-percent reduction in that
family’s tax liability. A single parent
with one child making $41,000 a year,
under the bill, will pay about one-quar-
ter of the Federal income taxes he or
she may pay today, an annual reduc-
tion of almost $1,400. Now, that is real
money for these families. It will help
them to make car payments, to pay
their rent or mortgages, to bring down
credit card balances, or to increase
their ability to save for the future.

In addition to reducing the tax bur-
den on low-income to middle-income
families, the changes in our bill will
make filing taxes much simpler for
most of these taxpayers. According to
JCT, or the Joint Committee on Tax-
ation, more than 9 in 10 American fam-
ilies will opt for the standard deduc-
tion under this legislation, avoiding al-
together the difficult and complicated
process of itemizing deductions. This
means less time and money spent on
tax compliance and preparation for
millions of middle-class taxpayers. It
may hurt the legal profession, but it is
going to give freedom to the American
people.

The bill also repeals one of the most
regressive taxes in American history—
the ObamaCare individual mandate
tax, which overwhelmingly burdens
middle-income and low-income fami-
lies. In fact, 80 percent of the families
that pay the tax make less than $50,000
per year. Yet this repeal has been the
source of much consternation for my
friends on the other side of the aisle. I
will have more to say on that in a mo-
ment.

For most small businesses that pay
taxes on the owners’ individual re-
turns, or passthroughs, the bill pro-
vides significant relief in the form of a
simple tax reduction applied to quali-
fied business income. This will reduce
the overall tax burden for passthrough
businesses, which are the primary en-
gines of our job creation in the United
States. In addition, our bill helps Main
Street businesses by enhancing expens-
ing and expanding the availability of
simplified cash accountability. All
told, this means more expansion, more
investment, and more jobs for U.S.
workers employed by small businesses.

Make no mistake, this bill is pro-
small business, which is why the Na-
tional Federation of Independent Busi-
nesses, the largest small business asso-
ciation in the country, has enthusiasti-
cally expressed its support for our leg-
islation. They are not stupid. They are
brilliant people. They know how badly
the small business community has been
treated by our tax writers over the
years, and they are looking forward to
this legislation passing.
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It should probably go without saying
at this point that the United States
currently has the highest corporate tax
rate in the industrialized world, and, as
a result, we are seeing businesses flee
our country for more favorable tax
conditions overseas, while others are
getting purchased by foreign compa-
nies. Some of them are just giving up
and letting foreign companies take
them over. That is not good for Amer-
ican workers, and that is not good for
America.

Former Presidents Clinton and
Obama have spoken in favor of low-
ering the corporate tax rate to allow
our country to be more globally com-
petitive. That sentiment has been
shared by countless Democrats in this
Chamber, including the current rank-
ing member on the Finance Committee
and the Senate Minority Leader. With
this bill, we are taking their advice by
lowering the corporate tax rate to 20
percent.

We also shift to a more territorial
system of international tax—another
idea that was explicitly endorsed in a
bipartisan working group report, coau-
thored by my good friend Senator
SCHUMER, by the way, who just spoke
here. This shift is paid for largely
through the use of a ‘‘deemed repatri-
ation,” another idea supported by
Democrats in recent years. We are cre-
ating both incentives and penalties to
prevent base erosion, a goal that has
become clearly bipartisan during the
recent waves of corporate inversions.

Long story short, there is quite a bit
in this bill that both Republicans and
Democrats should be able to support.
Of course, anyone who gets their infor-
mation solely from the statements and
talking points from our friends on the
other side would never get that.

Over the next few days, I expect we
will hear quite a few misleading
claims, both about the bill and about
the process which led us here. For ex-
ample, I think we will hear that this
bill is just a massive giveaway to the
so-called rich. That is always the claim
of the Democrats: It is a gift to the so-
called rich. Gosh, give me a break. I
get so tired of that phony, lousy argu-
ment that they make all the time.
They have hurt the middle class so
badly in this country; it is unbeliev-
able.

My colleagues will make the claim
that this is a massive giveaway to the
so-called rich even though they have
the same data from the Joint Com-
mittee on Taxation, which clearly
shows that middle-class taxpayers will
receive the largest proportional tax
cuts under the bill and that none of the
existing tax burden will be shifted
downward from those at the top. In
fact, those in the highest bracket, ac-
cording to JCT, or the Joint Com-
mittee on Taxation, will pay a higher
percentage of the overall tax burden
than they do now.

I expect we will hear that, by repeal-
ing the individual mandate tax, the bill
will be taking people’s health insur-
ance away and raising taxes on the
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poor. That claim will be made despite
confirmation from congressional score-
keepers that nothing—nothing—in the
bill removes or limits anyone’s access
to health insurance. The approach they
are taking toward health insurance
will put us into a socialized medicine
situation overnight. If anybody thinks
that is a great idea, I ask them to look
at the socialized medicine countries
and compare them to what we have
been able to have. Instead, JCT and
CBO predict that, with no individual
mandate, people will choose to not get
health insurance even if they still have
access to premium subsidies, employer-
provided plans, or even free health cov-
erage through Medicaid. This bill pro-
vides choice. It doesn’t take anything
away from those individuals.

We can quibble with that conclusion
and question whether tens of millions
of people who currently have health in-
surance—including a few million who
are currently getting it for free—will
suddenly opt to go uninsured once the
mandate penalty is zeroed out. Given
that most observers have concluded
that the mandate has essentially failed
to draw enough participants into the
healthcare market to keep premiums
from skyrocketing, there is room for
questioning whether the scorekeepers
are right on that score. However, even
if they are 100 percent correct, no one
will lose their health insurance under
this bill when the mandate is repealed.
Anyone going uninsured will be doing
so voluntarily. We are not kicking any-
one off their insurance by zeroing out
the individual mandate penalty, and it
is a blatant distortion of reality to
claim otherwise.

Similarly, no one’s taxes will go up if
the mandate is zeroed out. True
enough, our scorekeepers have pro-
duced distribution tables showing an
uptick in taxes at the low end of the
income spectrum due to decreased uti-
lization of premium tax credits under
ObamaCare. My colleagues, I am sure,
will talk about this at length as well.
However, I would like to have one of
them explain how a person’s voluntary
decision to forego a tax subsidy
amounts to a tax hike. So far, I haven’t
heard a serious attempt at such an ex-
planation. In fact, during our recent
markup, when the chief of staff of JCT
sat at a table and told my colleagues
that no one will owe a dime in addi-
tional taxes as a result of the indi-
vidual mandate repeal, none of my col-
leagues disputed this conclusion. In-
stead, they opted to ignore it, even
after they were shown a JCT table
showing that, if the behavioral effects
of the mandate repeal are removed
from the equation—as they should be
when we are talking about taxes
owed—every income group will see
their taxes go down under this bill. I
hope our colleagues and those watching
will remember these facts when they
are evaluating the claims being made
by some on the other side.

We have a good bill here, under the
circumstances, and I believe Members
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of both parties, if politics were re-
moved from consideration, could sup-
port it. We have gotten significant sup-
port throughout the business commu-
nity, with associations and companies
from almost every industry and sector
publicly in support of the reforms in
this bill.

I know some of my Republican col-
leagues have concerns, and I have been
committed to working with them to
see if improvements can be made, and,
as this process moves forward, we are
going to have to make a few more
changes. This, of course, is how the leg-
islative process works. Our process is
designed to produce legislation that re-
flects the combined views and interests
of a majority of Senators and, more
importantly, the constituents they rep-
resent.

As with any legislative endeavor of
real significance, the perfect should
not be considered the enemy of the
good. As I have said before, I have been
around long enough to know that any-
one demanding perfection when it
comes to major legislation is bound to
be waiting a very, very long time and
likely will not accomplish much.

Before I close, I want to underscore
how much of a once-in-a generation op-
portunity this is. We need to get this
done. The costs of failure and con-
tinuing with the status quo are just too
high. The American people deserve a
tax system that provides greater op-
portunity, a stronger economy, and
better jobs. We need a tax code de-
signed to work for the world of 2017 and
beyond. Our bill will accomplish these
goals. We need to take this next step so
that we can continue the work. So I
urge all of my colleagues to vote yes on
the motion to proceed.

I yield the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Rhode Island.

Mr. REED. Madam President, two
weeks ago, I urged my colleagues on
the other side of the aisle to reject the
partisan and fiscally irresponsible Re-
publican tax proposal in the so-called
Tax Cuts and Jobs Act. I asked them to
remember that, when it comes to our
responsibility to plan for the nation’s
long-term economic future, we are here
to create opportunity and security for
future generations—not to serve the
short-term interests of partisan poli-
tics. Today, I regret to say that the
process surrounding the Republican tax
bill has only become more rushed,
more partisan, more bitter, and less
transparent. My Republican colleagues
wrote this bill behind closed doors,
held no serious hearings or debate, and
even now are planning to make sub-
stantial changes to the final bill that
we will vote on before we have even
had the benefit of a comprehensive,
nonpartisan score of its cost.

We all know better than to believe
that this irresponsible process will lead
to a responsible or sustainable out-
come. Therefore, because it is clear
that this bill is an unprecedented give-
away to wealthy corporations and indi-
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viduals at the expense of poor, sick, el-
derly, and middle-class Americans, and
because it will drive our Nation tril-
lions of dollars further into debt, I
strongly urge my colleagues to reject
this bill and to work with both sides of
the aisle to craft tax reform that will
help—rather than burden—future gen-
erations and the middle class.

The only future generations that this
bill appears to take into account are
the children and grandchildren of the
wealthiest families in the TUnited
States, including President Trump’s
family and the families of the wealthi-
est Cabinet ever assembled by any
President. According to the non-par-
tisan Tax Policy Center, half of all
households, and two-thirds of house-
holds making between $54,700 and
$93,200 would see their taxes go up
under the current Republican bill. Indi-
viduals who struggle to get by because
of sickness or the unavailability of
well-paying job opportunities would
lose tax exemptions and advantages
that have helped them stay afloat.
Many Americans who have played by
the rules and persevered through our
long recovery from the great recession
will open their paychecks to see a little
more taken out every month, but not
for their benefit. On the other hand, for
the 5,000 American families with for-
tunes in the millions of dollars or
more, the Republican plan to repeal or
drastically curtail the estate tax could,
on its own, funnel hundreds of billions
of dollars to those few who need it the
very least.

The mere idea that we would raise
taxes on poor and working Americans
to pay for tax cuts for the wealthiest
American estates epitomizes how this
Republican tax bill is wholly at odds
with our values. The trillions of dollars
this bill will add to our deficit will al-
most certainly lead to deep cuts in
earned benefits like Social Security
and Medicare, as well as our national
defense. Indeed, major cuts to defense
historically follow deficit-increasing
tax cuts, and this is almost precisely
why we have an estate tax in the first
place.

Our Nation first enacted estate taxes
in order to pay for military conflicts
without driving the Nation deeply into
debt. Starting in 1797, and continuing
through the Civil War, the Spanish-
American War, and World War I, the
United States used temporary estate
taxes to offset the costs of war. Con-
gress kept the estate tax after World
War I as a means of balancing the Fed-
eral budget and countering the growth
of massive wealth inequality. Because
of this foresight, the estate tax was a
critical source of revenue that softened
the blow of the Great Depression and
supported the war effort in World War
II.

Prior Congresses saw it as their re-
sponsibility to pay America’s bills at
home and abroad. They did not leave
years of war on America’s line of cred-
it, nor did they expect the poor and
working classes to pay while the
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wealthiest took a tax cut. There were
certainly times when running a deficit
was necessary, and even economically
wise, but because of this pay-as-you-go
principle, no American generation has
faced what we do now: 16 years of def-
icit-financed military conflict with no
end in sight, compounded by the Bush
tax cuts for the wealthy that never
paid for themselves, despite repeated
Republican promises. Before we give
the wealthiest Americans another tax
cut at the expense of our children and
our children’s children, we need at
least an idea of how we are going to
handle trillions of dollars in
compounding war debt—not to mention
the trillions more we must spend to
maintain and modernize our military—
and address our basic domestic needs
that have gone unnoticed and under-
funded for so long.

That is why I plan to file a motion on
this bill that would send this bill back
to the Finance Committee to reinstate
the estate tax at current levels and
place all the revenue generated by it
into a trust fund. Those funds, which
amount to hundreds of billions of dol-
lars over a decade, will be devoted
evenly between maintaining the readi-
ness of our Armed Forces and address-
ing the opioid epidemic here at home.
This motion not only restores original
intent of the estate tax as a tool for
combating deficits in times of war but
also makes a much needed down-pay-
ment on our long-stalled domestic
agenda.

But the bill’s elimination of the es-
tate tax is just one of its many harmful
provisions. The bill sabotages our
healthcare system by repealing the in-
dividual mandate, which could easily
throw 13 million Americans off their
health insurance and increase pre-
miums for millions of others. Yet
again, the 130 million Americans with
preexisting conditions must fear that
their premiums will skyrocket or that
they will be left with no options at all.

And the poor and the sick may find
even fewer options after this bill forces
$25 billion in cuts into Medicare in 2018
alone because of the massive deficits it
will produce. Do not tell me this will
pay for itself with growth. I have
served in this body long enough to
know that trickle-down economics
doesn’t work, and I take the word of
the scores of economists who say, in no
uncertain terms, that this bill will bal-
loon the debt and will not create
enough growth to offset it. Even major
companies like Cisco, Pfizer, and Coca-
Cola say they will use the gains from
these massive corporate tax cuts to
pay shareholders, rather than create
jobs or raise wages for the middle class.
We are making decisions here that will
guide the largest economy in the
world. We simply cannot roll the dice
on a plan of this scale and hope for the
best.

It remains my sincere hope that my
Republican colleagues will see the
error of their ways and choose to work
with Democrats on tax reform that is
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bipartisan, reasonable, and in keeping
with our responsibility to leave this
Nation better than we found it. We can
and should address other domestic pri-
orities in dire need like our Nation’s
infrastructure, the economic security
of children and seniors, and programs
that create and sustain employment
for the middle class. I and my col-
leagues are ready and willing to work
in good faith on tax reform, but we
cannot begin that work until we aban-
don the kind of recklessness and par-
tisanship that led to this Republican
tax bill.

Once again, we are all here, and we
are all committed to defending our Na-
tion, but this bill will make it vir-
tually impossible to do what we know
we must do. There are unavoidable
costs in our national security that are
not even counted in this bill. My fellow
members of the Armed Services Com-
mittee and I have committed to mak-
ing needed increases to the size of our
military forces. It costs roughly an ad-
ditional $1.8 billion per year for every
10,000 servicemembers. Where will we
get that money when we are going $1.8
trillion in debt to provide tax cuts for
the wealthiest Americans? We want a
355-ship Navy. There have been some
estimates that doing that will require
at least an additional $1 trillion a year.
Where are we going to get that when
we have already given $1.5 trillion to
the wealthiest Americans? We have to
modernize our nuclear triad, our sub-
marines, our land-based missiles, and
our aircraft. There are estimates that
this will cost about $400 billion per
year in costs. Where are we getting
that, since we have given the money—
$1.5 trillion—to the wealthiest Ameri-
cans? We have overseas operations in
Iraq. Over a 10-year period, roughly $10
billion must be repaid. We pay about $1
billion a year there. For Syria, that is
$13 billion. If we stay there for 10
years—and that seems to be the
present policy—that is $130 billion. We
pay $50 billion a year to support the Af-
ghan operation. We are going to stay
there, apparently, under the current
procedure—not based on time but con-
ditions—for another 10 years. Add that
up, and that is about $640 billion over
the next 10 years, just to maintain the
situation in those three countries.

These are not costs we can ignore. If
we did, we would—at the very least—be
turning our backs on the policies an-
nounced by this President and this
Congress—and by my Republican col-
leagues in particular. But where is this
money coming from? We don’t have the
situation we had in 2001 when Presi-
dent George W. Bush proposed his tax
cuts. We don’t have an expected $5 tril-
lion surplus. We already have a multi-
trillion-dollar deficit over 10 years, and
we are adding to that deficit. We know
we have to maintain the military ex-
penditures.

Anyone who is voting for this bill is
essentially saying: I will talk a good
story about supporting national secu-
rity, but when it comes down to the
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money, it is going to go to the wealthi-
est Americans, to things like the es-
tate tax cut. It is going to go to the
wealthiest Americans who are paying
the alternative minimum tax. The
money we need for security will not be
there unless we borrow it from future
generations—to fund the things we
know we already have to fund to defend
America.

This is absolutely irresponsible, and,
as a result, I would hope we could re-
gain our senses, sit down, and deal, on
a bipartisan basis, with tax reform that
could help all of us and could indeed
even begin, after 16 years, to put real
money into our national defense rather
than borrowing it from future genera-
tions. Again, this bill is not only eco-
nomically unwise because it will not
generate growth, but it is also irre-
sponsible because it will put us in a po-
sition where we will be choosing, very
shortly—in the next several years—
whether we are going to cut defense or
whether we are going to cut Social Se-
curity or whether we are going to cut
everything because the deficit is grow-
ing so large. I don’t think we should
put ourselves in that position.

I yield the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Washington.

Mrs. MURRAY. Madam President,
the American people have gotten a lot
of 1lip service over the past 10 months.
Remember draining the swamp and
fighting for the forgotten families? The
President apparently forgot them when
he filled the Cabinet with a who’s who
of Wall Street. How about every single
American having better, cheaper
healthcare? That was, of course, before
Republicans tried to kick millions of
people off of their coverage, increase
costs for millions more, and gut protec-
tions for people with preexisting condi-
tions.

You would think it would be tough to
top all of that, but here we are watch-
ing as Republicans, led by President
Trump, twist themselves into knots
trying to convince hard-working fami-
lies that the GOP tax plan is anything
but a high-priced giveaway to million-
aires, billionaires, and the biggest cor-
porations. It is a high-priced giveaway
paid for by—you guessed it—the middle
class and those who can least afford it.
This is so wrong, and I am glad, finally,
the phones across the Capitol are today
lighting up with constituents demand-
ing to know how anyone promising to
represent them could possibly put their
name on this terrible, partisan, fast-
tracked bill because they see the same
nonpartisan reports we all do. They
know expert after expert has confirmed
what we all know: The Republican tax
plan will hurt millions of everyday
Americans, including those who are al-
ready falling behind in an economy
that tilts further and further in favor
of the wealthiest few. They know the
Republican tax plan takes money out
of their pockets. They know it guts
their healthcare by spiking premiums
and leaving millions and millions of



November 29, 2017

Americans without the coverage they
need. They know it papers over our Na-
tion’s paid family leave problem, in-
stead giving corporations a massive
giveaway and leaving families who
need to care for loved ones in the lurch.
They know it adds trillions of dollars
to the national debt, setting up, once
again, the perfect foil for Republicans
to then come after Medicare, Medicaid,
Social Security, and other middle-class
priorities when the bill comes due.

In case that wasn’t enough, the Sen-
ate Republican tax bill adds a backdoor
attempt to open the Arctic National
Wildlife Refuge to drilling for oil, just
for good measure. Republicans are even
trying to pay for tax cuts for those at
the top by sabotaging families’
healthcare in this bill in a way that
would spike premiums, cause 13 million
people to lose their coverage, and cre-
ates more chaos in the healthcare sys-
tem.

I know they are claiming the bipar-
tisan bill I reached with Chairman
ALEXANDER can somehow fix this if it
is signed into law and that other bipar-
tisan legislation to help States cover
the costs of enrolling very sick pa-
tients might help, too, but let me make
very clear, that is very wrong. This is
the classic example of trying to fit a
square peg into a round hole and would
be cold comfort to the people across
the country who will struggle even
more to get the care they need while at
the same time watching massive cor-
porations get more tax breaks they
don’t need.

If anyone was still under any illusion
that Republicans were concerned about
the middle class or fiscal responsibility
or even regular order, that ends here
and now. This is shameful and wrong. I
have to say, it is not too late. I say this
to my Republican colleagues, let’s
move right now to the bipartisan work
we know our constituents actually
want and expect. Let’s return to a
process that allows a true debate about
our values and priorities as a nation.
Let’s talk about ways to help our
workers and grow the economy from
the middle out, such as access to high-
quality childcare and pre-K for all of
our working families; providing mean-
ingful paid family and medical leave
for every American; making college
more affordable; investing in retire-
ment security for our workers; sup-
porting our veterans; and making
healthcare higher quality, more afford-
able, and more accessible. Those are
the kinds of conversations we should be
having. Those are the people we should
be investing in. We will not stop re-
minding you of that every day until
you give up this cruel tax plan.

I yield the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Vermont.

Mr. SANDERS. Madam President,
President Trump and the Republican
leadership are on television every day
telling the American people how this
tax bill is going to help the middle
class, how it was written for the middle
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class. Unfortunately, I will not shock
too many people by suggesting what
President Trump is saying is not truth-
ful.

This legislation, according to inde-
pendent studies, will provide 60 percent
of the benefits to the top 1 percent. We
are living in a moment in American
history where we have massive levels
of income and wealth inequality, where
the top one-tenth of 1 percent now
owns almost as much wealth as the
bottom 90 percent, where three peo-
ple—three of the wealthiest people in
this country own more wealth than the
bottom half of the American popu-
lation. Yet my Republican colleagues
believe this is a moment when 60 per-
cent of the benefits of the so-called tax
reform bill should go to the 1 percent.
Meanwhile, millions of middle-class
families will end up paying more in
taxes. So we have a situation in which
the wealthy, who need tax breaks the
least, will benefit the most, and many
millions of struggling working-class
and middle-class families will end up
paying more in taxes at the end of 10
years.

The President of the United States
and my Republican colleagues tell the
American people that trickle-down ec-
onomics—giving huge tax breaks to the
wealthy and large corporations—will
expand the economy, will create new
jobs, and will pay for the deficit that
this legislation brings about. The sim-
ple truth is, trickle-down economics is
a fraudulent theory. It has failed mis-
erably in Kansas, where it has been
most recently put into effect. It failed
under the Reagan administration, and
it failed under the administration of
George W. Bush.

What interests me the most is, my
Republican colleagues will not tell the
American people how they are going to
be paying for the $1.4 trillion increase
in deficits that this bill creates. You
have a $1.4 trillion increase in deficits.
How is that going to be paid for? My
view is that, without doubt, as soon as
this legislation is passed, the Repub-
licans will come back, and they will
suddenly rediscover their religion
about deficits. They will go before the
American people and say we need ‘‘en-
titlement reform’ or we need ‘‘welfare
reform.” Let me translate for you what
“entitlement reform” means. It means
that when millions of older workers
have nothing in the bank saved up for
retirement, they are going to propose
massive cuts to Social Security.

We do not know exactly the form it
will take. Maybe they will want to
raise the retirement age, forcing older
workers to work more before they can
get their Social Security benefits.
Maybe they will cut back on cost-of-
living increases through a so-called
chained CPI, which means lower bene-
fits. They are going to go after Medi-
care. Maybe their idea will be to pri-
vatize Medicare, convert it into a
voucher program, and say to older
Americans: Here is a check for $8,000.
You go out and find the private insur-
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ance that you can, and good luck to
you with your $8,000 check if you are
dealing with heart disease or cancer.
They will, no doubt, come back to
slash Medicaid.

Now, these are not just wild ideas
that I have been thinking about. This
is pretty much what was in the budget
the Republicans voted for right on the
floor of the Senate. They already voted
for a $1 trillion cut over a 10-year pe-
riod to Medicaid, and that means mas-
sive reductions in help not only for
lower income Americans, not only for
children but for people in nursing
homes. They have already voted in the
budget, over a 10-year period, to cut
Medicare by $470 billion, and in the
House they are working hard to figure
out ways to cut Social Security. The
Republicans will also make massive
cuts to education, to nutrition, and to
environmental protection.

The other day, I sent a letter to the
Senate majority leader, MITCH MCCON-
NELL, and to the Speaker of the House,
PAUL RYAN. What I asked of them was
to be honest with the American people.

I ask unanimous consent that the
letter be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON THE BUDGET,
Washington, DC, November 27, 2017.
Hon. MITCH MCCONNELL,
Senate Majority Leader,
Washington, DC.
Hon. PAUL RYAN,
Speaker of the House,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MAJORITY LEADER MCCONNELL AND
SPEAKER RYAN: It is no secret that I am vig-
orously opposed to the disastrous ‘‘tax re-
form’ bills that you are pushing in the U.S.
House and U.S. Senate.

At a time of massive income and wealth in-
equality, both of these bills would provide
huge tax breaks to the very rich and large
corporations. Meanwhile, they would raise
taxes for millions of middle class families.

Further, and the point of this letter, is
that both of these bills would increase the
federal deficit by more than $1.4 trillion, ac-
cording to the Joint Committee on Taxation.

I am very concerned that if you succeed in
passing tax legislation that significantly
adds to our national debt, you will then
move aggressively to balance the budget on
the backs of working families, the elderly,
the children, the sick, and the poor. In other
words, in order to pay for tax breaks for the
rich and large corporations, you will make
massive cuts to Social Security, Medicare,
Medicaid, nutrition, environmental protec-
tion, and every other program designed to
protect the needs of the middle class and
working families of our country.

Before the Senate votes on tax legislation
that adds over $1.4 trillion to the deficit, you
owe the American people a specific and de-
tailed explanation as to how the Republican
Congress will achieve its commitment of bal-
ancing the budget over the next decade.

Will you schedule a vote to raise the eligi-
bility of Medicare from 65 to 67 as called for
in the House Budget Resolution? Will you at-
tempt to end Medicare as we know it by giv-
ing seniors vouchers to purchase private
health insurance, something long supported
by Speaker Ryan?

How much will you cut Social Security?
Will you try to increase the retirement age
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to 70, cut cost-of-living adjustments for sen-
ior citizens and disabled veterans, and/or pri-
vatize Social Security?

Will you support legislation to cut Med-
icaid by $1 trillion over the next decade,
kicking 15 million Americans off of health
insurance? As you know, this was a provision
included in the Republican Budget Resolu-
tion that was passed earlier this year.

How much do you plan on cutting afford-
able housing, Pell Grants, WIC, and Head
Start to pay for a permanent tax break for
profitable corporations?

The bottom line is that the American peo-
ple have a right to know exactly how you
plan to pay for a $1.4 trillion increase in the
deficit before, not after, tax legislation is
signed into law. In your response, please be
as specific as you can.

Sincerely,
BERNARD SANDERS,
Ranking Member.

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. President, this is
what I asked:

I am very concerned that if you succeed in
passing tax legislation that significantly
adds to our national debt, you will then
move aggressively to balance the budget on
the backs of working families, the elderly,
the children, the sick, and the poor. In other
words, in order to pay for tax breaks for the
rich and large corporations, you will make
massive cuts to Social Security, Medicare,
Medicaid, nutrition, environmental protec-
tion, and every other program designed to
protect the needs of the middle class and
working families of our country.

Before the Senate votes on tax legislation
that adds over $1.4 trillion to the deficit, you
owe the American people a specific and de-
tailed explanation as to how the Republican
Congress will achieve its commitment of bal-
ancing the budget over the next decade.

Will you schedule a vote to raise the eligi-
bility age of Medicare from 65 to 67 as called
for in the House Budget Resolution? Will you
attempt to end Medicare as we know it by
giving seniors vouchers to purchase private
health insurance, something long supported
by Speaker Ryan?

How much will you cut Social Security?
Will you try to increase the retirement age
to 70, cut cost-of-living adjustments for sen-
ior citizens and disabled veterans, and/or pri-
vatize Social Security?

Will you support legislation to cut Med-
icaid by $1 trillion over the next decade,
kicking 15 million Americans off of health
insurance? As you know, this was a provision
included in the Republican Budget Resolu-
tion that was passed earlier this year.

How much do you plan on cutting afford-
able housing, Pell Grants, WIC, and Head
Start to pay for a permanent tax break for
profitable corporations?

That is what I wrote to the majority
leader.

My challenge right now to my Repub-
lican colleagues is—and I ask you—to
come down to the floor of the Senate
and tell me I am wrong. Come down
here and tell the American people, if
this legislation—this disastrous tax
bill—passes, that you will not be com-
ing back to cut Social Security, Medi-
care, Medicaid, nutrition, education,
and other programs. Maybe I am
wrong. If Republicans come down here
and say: Bernie, you are wrong. We
have no intention of cutting Social Se-
curity, Medicare, and Medicaid, I will
come here, and I will apologize.

So here is my challenge right now to
my Republican colleagues: Come down
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here. Tell me and tell the American
people I am wrong. Tell us all that you
are not going to cut Social Security,
Medicare, Medicaid, and education in
order to deal with the $1.4 trillion def-
icit you will bring about in this disas-
trous tax bill. Tell the American people
you are not going to cut programs that
the elderly, the children, the sick, and
the poor desperately need in order to
give huge tax breaks to the wealthy
and large corporations.

That is my challenge, and I will be
listening eagerly to see if there are any
Republicans who are going to come
down and tell me what I am suggesting
is wrong.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
TILLIS). The Senator from Wyoming.

Mr. BARRASSO. Mr. President, this
week, we are debating the Republican
tax relief plan.

I had a telephone townhall meeting
the other night, along with Senator
ENzI, and we talked to the people of
Wyoming who have actually done the
math and looked at the impact of the
things that are included in this pro-
posal—doubling the standard deduction
and the child tax credit. People think
it is a good deal for them personally, so
there is a 1ot to like in this legislation.
It gives tax cuts to hard-working
American families; it makes taxes sim-
pler and fairer; it makes American
businesses more competitive around
the world; and it makes our economy
stronger here at home. That is all good
news for our country and for the Amer-
ican people.

Now, there is other good news in this
legislation, and it is something I con-
tinue to hear about at home and heard
about over the Thanksgiving recess in
Wyoming, which is that it wipes out
the ObamaCare insurance mandate tax.
This is the tax penalty the Obama
healthcare law forced on the American
people. Under the Republican plan, peo-
ple would no longer have to pay a tax
penalty to the IRS if they did not want
the Democrats’ expensive health insur-
ance or if they just couldn’t afford it.

We have seen health insurance pre-
miums skyrocket over the past few
years in this country, and it is because
of the way Democrats wrote the
healthcare law. The cost and the
deductibles are so high that many peo-
ple find that even if they have paid for
the expensive insurance, they still
can’t afford to get the care they need.
The law says that no matter how ex-
pensive the insurance gets or how un-
usable it is for that individual, by law,
people still have to buy it or pay a tax.

Families ought to be able to make
decisions about what they want to buy
and what works for them, not the gov-
ernment. I believe that if people don’t
want to buy the ObamaCare insurance,
they shouldn’t have to pay a tax pen-
alty to the IRS. Those are the things
we are looking at.

Interestingly, today in the New York
Times, there was more than half a page
devoted to this. ‘““Millions Pay Penalty
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Instead of Buying Policy. Who Are
They?”’ Well, in the State of Wyoming,
over 15,000 people paid over $5 million
in fines to the IRS. This article today
says that 6.7 million tax filers paid the
penalty in 2015. Who are they? Well, it
is not surprising to the Presiding Offi-
cer that the great majority of these—8
out of 10 who paid the fine—have an ad-
justed family income of less than
$50,000. It says the $25,000 to $50,000 in-
come range group had the highest
share of people paying the penalty in
2015. Why do we think those people
aren’t able to buy the insurance? It is
too expensive. It is not a good deal for
them. That is why even the New York
Times is reporting that the $25,000 to
$560,000 income group—hard-working
American families—has the highest
share of people paying the penalty.

Then they questioned why they paid
the penalty, and it was because they
couldn’t afford the insurance. It is
right here in black and white. It points
out that the average penalty in 2017 is
$708. That is money those families
could use for many other things, but it
is not enough compared to the cost of
the insurance, which is even higher. A
single woman would have to pay a tax
of either $695 or 2.5 percent of her in-
come, whichever is higher. That is the
rule. The average is over $700. For a
couple, the tax would be double. A fam-
ily with kids would pay additional for
each of the children. The majority of
Americans say they don’t have enough
savings to cover a $500 emergency ex-
pense if one came up.

Who actually pays? These 16,000 peo-
ple in Wyoming who paid the penalty
are hard-working men and women who
are opposed to the fact that Wash-
ington—the Federal Government under
ObamaCare—says they have to pay a
tax if they don’t buy a government
product that doesn’t work for them.

Across the country, over 6 million
people were hit with this extra tax.
The ObamaCare insurance mandate tax
is a direct tax on the working people of
this country. I think it is not right.
The Republican Party Members of the
Senate think it is not right. Wash-
ington should not make people pay
higher taxes just because they can’t af-
ford expensive ObamaCare insurance.
People shouldn’t be forced to buy a
product that is not the right choice for
them and their families.

The Congressional Budget Office says
that if we get rid of the insurance man-
date, 13 million people will eventually
decide under their own free will not to
have insurance. These people don’t
view it as a good benefit for them. That
is why they may walk away from it.
They don’t view it as worth their
money. Republicans want to give all
these people a tax cut. Democrats want
to make sure that people still have to
pay the tax penalty.

There is a lot that I want to change
about how America’s healthcare sys-
tem works. I want to repeal the entire
healthcare law that the Democrats
wrote a few years ago. I want to return
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the money and the decisions back to
the people or do that at the State level,
where people at the local level can
make the best decisions about what
works best for them and their State,
not a one-size-fits-all coming out of
Washington. I haven’t given up on try-
ing to get that done because we need to
make healthcare better in this coun-
try.

In Wyoming, we are down to just one
insurer willing to sell these policies.
That is happening more and more
around the country. One insurer is not
a marketplace but a monopoly. That
has left many people at the breaking
point.

I got an email from one man in
Sheridan, WY. He talked about the fact
that his monthly premiums will be
going up by more than $700 each month
next year. That is for two adults, no
children, and there is a deductible of
$6,000. He and his wife are stuck in a
position where they will have to pay
more than $2,400 a month for insurance
or pay an extra tax.

A woman from Park County wrote to
me that her family had to switch insur-
ance plans a couple of years ago. The
coverage they had before was canceled.

Why did 5,000 people in Wyoming lose
their insurance? Why was it canceled?
It was good enough for them, provided
what they needed, but the government
said it wasn’t good enough for the gov-
ernment. That is wrong.

This lady writes about the incredible
increase in the costs. She asked, ‘“What
are we supposed to do?”’

I have heard that in all corners of the
State of Wyoming. What are they sup-
posed to do? I don’t believe these peo-
ple should face a choice between pay-
ing sky-high insurance premiums or a
sky-high tax penalty to the IRS. Peo-
ple in Wyoming and around the coun-
try want to buy insurance that is af-
fordable, that works for them, and that
fits their families’ needs. They don’t
want to be forced to buy the insurance
that Washington tells them they have
to buy because Washington, as we have
seen in the past, thinks they know bet-
ter than the American people. People
want the coverage they need so they
can go to the doctor they want at lower
costs.

I would also point out that the cost
of insurance isn’t the only problem we
are looking at right now. There are
other parts of the healthcare law that
may actually be harming patients.

As a physician, I receive multiple
medical journals. There was a new
study out in the American Medical As-
sociation cardiology journal that
looked at Medicare patients who were
hospitalized with heart failure.

Many people across the country are
hospitalized for heart failure. It is a
chronic condition, and occasionally
they have to go back in the hospital for
additional treatment.

There is a program in the healthcare
law that started to penalize hospitals if
that Medicare patient was readmitted
to the hospital within 30 days after
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they had been released from the hos-
pital. There are a number of reasons
that may happen, but the goal was to
penalize hospitals, and—the goal, the
laudable goal, was to give patients bet-
ter treatment, but that is not what
happened. This is the problem: The
Democrats wrote into this law and the
regulations something that they really
had no evidence would actually help
patients and save money at the same
time. They said: We are going to penal-
ize hospitals. So if every hospital im-
proved its numbers, they were still
going to grade it on a curve, so if a hos-
pital didn’t improve enough, it was
still going to be penalized. That has
had huge a impact on hospitals that
take sicker patients, regardless of their
location, in terms of how they do fol-
lowup with patients.

Well, it turns out that the study in
the Journal of the American Medical
Association—a well-respected cardi-
ology journal, their heart issue—says
that the death rate actually went up
after hospitals faced this new require-
ment. The study covered over 400 hos-
pitals and over 110,000 patients. The
study found that an extra 5,400 people
are dying every year just among heart
failure patients because of the way the
Federal Government has chosen to pe-
nalize hospitals around the country
when patients are readmitted. It is in-
teresting because what has happened is
that the readmission rates in the hos-
pital have actually gone down. The
hospitals succeeded in keeping people
out to avoid the penalty, but people
died in the process.

The Wall Street Journal had an edi-
torial about it last week. They con-
cluded that if you were doing a drug
trial on a drug that you were working
on inventing to improve the lives of
people and you had the same results as
this—5,000 people dying—they would
have shut it down long ago. That is a
deadly, unintended consequence of the
ObamaCare healthcare law.

The insurance mandate was supposed
to keep premiums from rising. Pre-
miums have gone way up anyway. That
is another unintended consequence of
the law. In spite of good intentions,
that is not what happened under the
law that was passed and is the law of
the land right now.

I believe we should repeal the entire
law. Until we can do that, we should do
what we can to help the American peo-
ple who are struggling to deal with this
expensive insurance and what I believe
to be an unfair tax and fine that they
must pay if they don’t buy the insur-
ance because they can’t afford it, be-
cause it is not a good deal for them and
it doesn’t work for them or their fami-
lies. It is not just unpopular, it is un-
American. It took away people’s
choices. It forced them to buy expen-
sive insurance that wasn’t right for
them.

It is time for the insurance mandate
to go away. We know it is a bad idea.
We need to give people relief from this
terrible tax. The people of Wyoming
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and the people of this country simply
can’t afford to wait any longer. It is
time to repeal the mandate of the
healthcare law.

Thank you, Mr. President.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BAR-
RASS0). The Senator from North Caro-
lina.

Mr. TILLIS. Thank you, Mr. Presi-
dent. I thank the Presiding Officer for
his comments just before mine, and
thank him for presiding so that I can
step down and speak briefly.

I wasn’t sure if I was going to speak.
I don’t have any notes. But I was in-
spired by some of the comments that
were made by the Senator from
Vermont as I was presiding.

We heard—actually, for those who
are visiting the DC area, if you don’t
get an opportunity to go to any of the
wonderful theaters we have here, such
as the Kennedy Center, don’t worry be-
cause you are seeing a lot of theater
down here on the Senate floor.

Anybody who would suggest that we
are going to come back and cut my
mother’s Medicare and my mother’s
Social Security and that of the moth-
ers and brothers and sisters of other
people who are depending on that for
their livelihood is somewhat involved
in political theater.

Some of you were here and probably
heard the challenge to have a Repub-
lican come down here on the floor and
say: Bernie, you are wrong.

Well, the distinguished Senator from
Vermont is wrong.

This bill is about actually providing
freedom and tax relief to working fami-
lies and reducing the tax burden on
businesses so that the economy will
grow and we will have the resources to
pay our bills.

I can understand that maybe it is not
intentional theater on the part of some
of these folks; it may just be because
they simply have never done it before.
But if you have ever lived in North
Carolina or if you have lived in North
Carolina since 2011, you know that we
did.

I have seen this theater before—from
the dais as speaker of the house in the
State of North Carolina when we were
one of the highest—the sixth highest
tax State in the Nation, with one of
the slowest growing economies. We
were having a problem paying our Med-
icaid bills. We were having a problem
paying our bills. We had a $2.5 billion
structural deficit. I heard the theater
on the floor: If you cut taxes, you are
going to drive up the deficit. If you cut
taxes, you are going to cut Medicaid. If
you cut taxes, you are going to cut so-
cial services.

I heard it all. Everybody accused us
of that. I hit the gavel, and I ratified
the bill for tax reform. Guess what hap-
pened. We went from being the sixth
most taxed State that today is in the
top ten best taxed. We went from one
of the worst performing State econo-
mies to now one of the best performing
State economies. We have reduced the
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number of people in poverty, and sta-
tistically—I mean, we can prove it to
you. We do the counts. The number of
people who have been lifted out of pov-
erty has increased over the last 3
years. Median incomes have gone up.
Job creation has gone up. Our gross do-
mestic product has gone up over the
past b or 6 years by $80 billion. We were
at about $400 billion, and now we are at
$480 billion.

So let me tell you how we are going
to pay for these tax cuts. We are not
going to pay for them by cutting Medi-
care for seniors. We are going to pay
for them through the economic activ-
ity that will absolutely occur if we
have the courage to fulfill the promise
that we made last year to the Amer-
ican people. We are going to reduce the
regulatory burden on businesses. We
are going to get our tax policy con-
sistent and competitive with nations
that are eating our lunch on locating
business expansion and having busi-
nesses come offshore—away from the
United States to more preferable tax
jurisdictions, and we are going to
change people’s lives.

I am motivated to support this plan
because I have been in a position of
leadership where I had great people in
my caucus who had the courage to ful-
fill a promise that I made if I became
speaker of the house. Now we are at a
point in time to do the same thing for
America that we did for North Caro-
lina. If we do it, it is going to be ex-
traordinary.

Let me reduce it down to an answer
I gave to a little boy yesterday. I think
he was in fourth grade. I had a Skype
video conference with an English as a
second language class in an elementary
school down in North Carolina. One of
the little boys asked me a great ques-
tion, and it is a question that has never
been asked of me. I have been in poli-
tics only for about 12 years. But he
said: What piece of legislation are you
most proud of? What is the thing you
are most proud of since you have been
in the legislature?

I thought about it. It was a tough
question because I can think of many
things I have done. But then I went
back to this little boy in the class-
room, and I said: You know what,
buddy, it was something I did back
when I was speaker of the North Caro-
lina House. By the way, if any politi-
cian tells you ‘I did this,” they are in-
variably not telling you the truth be-
cause you don’t get anything done un-
less the team commits to it. So I, along
with a lot of people in North Carolina,
decided that your parents could not af-
ford to pay the bills. They were having
a difficult time paying the utility bills,
their rent, and their groceries, paying
for food. So we decided we were going
to do something to make sure that gov-
ernment gave your parents more
money to make sure you could go to
school, to make sure they could pay
their bills, to make sure they could
have a better paying job. And, buddy,
that is the thing I am most proud of.
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The thing I am most proud of was tax
reform that produced results that are
indisputable. I have seen the theater
before, and it didn’t work out too well
because it proved to be fiction in North
Carolina.

If we have the courage over the next
couple of days to take that same vote
here, we are going to see the same re-
sults for those working families and
those job employers in the United
States. So I hope all of the Members of
this body recognize that we are not
going to fund the tax cuts on the backs
of people who need the help the most.
That is absurd. It is unfair. It is the-
ater. We are going to take care of
them, and we are going to take care of
everyone else who is relying on us, this
caucus, to fulfill the promise we made,
get the economy back on track, and
start winning more than losing against
our international competition. I am
completely convinced that the bill that
is going to be before us over the end of
this week is going to do just that.

Thank you, Mr. President.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
TILLIS). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

DACA

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I come
to the floor today to speak about the
Deferred Action for Childhood Arrivals
Program, known as DACA. DACA, an
Executive order of President Obama,
provided temporary, renewable legal
status for immigrant students if they
registered with the government, paid a
filing fee of $500, passed a criminal and
national security background check.
About 780,000 young people stepped for-
ward and did something they had been
warned their entire lives never to do.
Their parents knew they were undocu-
mented. They knew that they had been
brought to this country at an early
age. They knew that they weren’t tech-
nically legal, and their parents had
warned them: Stay away from cops and
government. All that can happen is
that they will discover you are undocu-
mented and deport you and maybe your
family as well. Be careful.

So President Obama stepped up and
said: If you will step forward, tell us
who you are, and let us do a back-
ground check on you, we are going to
give you a chance—a chance to earn
your way to legal status in America—
and 780,000 young people took that
chance and signed up for DACA.

Just this last Monday I was up in
New York City, and I went to Hunter
College, which is part of the City Uni-
versity of New York, and there were
about five young people on a forum
with me to discuss this bill and the
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issue of Dreamers and immigration. It
was interesting because each one of
them—bright students, impressive
young people—before they would say
anything, they would introduce them-
selves by saying something like ‘“‘My
name is Isadora, and I have 465 days.”
And the next one would say, ‘“‘My name
is Evelyn, and I have 270 days.” They
were telling me how much time they
had left, protected, to continue on as
students.

They know that President Trump’s
decision on September 5 to abolish
DACA means that their protection is
going to end as of March 5 next year,
and then they face some terrible possi-
bilities. The first is deportation. These
people have turned themselves in. They
have stepped up and identified them-
selves to our government with the be-
lief that our government would not
hold it against them, and now they
worry that has changed. They are wor-
ried about what will happen to their
family because they had the courage to
come up and sign up for this program.
These are very real, lifetime problems
and challenges these young people face.

If you look through the list of those
who could be affected if DACA dis-
appears, as President Trump has called
for on March 5, there are some heart-
breaking stories. Do you know there
are 900 DACA-protected young people
who have volunteered and now serve in
the U.S. military? That is right. Even
though they are undocumented because
of DACA, they were allowed to sign up
for a program known as MAVNI, which
is a specialized program for those who
have talents that are needed in our
military, and they literally signed up.
Think of that for a moment. Here they
are, illegal in America, undocumented
in America, willing to risk their lives
for America. Why? Because it is the
only country they know. They have
lived their whole lives here. They have
gone to school here. They have pledged
allegiance to that flag every day in the
classroom. That was their flag, their
national anthem, their country. But
because they were brought here as chil-
dren, toddlers, infants, necessary pa-
pers were not filed. They have no legal
status in this country. Well, I hope we
can change that.

When I asked President Obama to
create this program by Executive
order, he waited and worked for a year
before he came up with it, and I
thought it was a good program. It was
controversial, but at least for these
young people, it gave them a tem-
porary renewable status, and that
made all the difference in the world.

When Attorney General Sessions an-
nounced the end of DACA on Sep-
tember 5, the President challenged us.
He challenged the Senate and the
House of Representatives. He said: Do
something about this. Pass a law. Take
care of this problem.

I think DACA was legal, but I am not
going to argue that point anymore.
The new President does not, but I ac-
cept his challenge, and I think we all
should.
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What can we do that is fair to these
young people and gives them the
chance they are asking for that is con-
sistent with a good immigration policy
for America? That is why, years ago, 1
introduced the DREAM Act and why I
still believe it is the right approach.
The notion behind it, of course, is if
you were brought here as a child, you
have no criminal record of any serious
nature, you have completed your edu-
cation, you have a chance to earn your
way into legal status and then ulti-
mately into citizenship, and that is
what we are working on now.

A number of us are getting together
and talking about it on a bipartisan
basis, and we have little time left. This
has to be done this year, before the end
of December. Why do I say that if the
program expires in March of next year?
Well, because I have been around the
Senate for a few years, and I know in
January and February there is little, if
any, heavy lifting. There are few bills
that have to pass, and we tend to put
things off. So far this year, we really
wouldn’t get gold stars for our per-
formance on the floor of the Senate in
generating legislation and that is why
I want to get that done—the whole
Dream Act and DACA done—in the
month of December before we leave. If
we don’t do it, if we fail—and I pray
that we won’t—but if we fail, as of
March 5 of next year, 1,000 of these
young people will lose their protection
under the law every single day for 2
years—1,000 a day.

I mentioned those serving in the
military. There are 20,000 under DACA
who are teachers. As of March 5 next
year, they will lose their jobs. School
districts all around America will have
to fill those vacancies because the
teachers can no longer legally work for
the school districts, and there are
many others who face that as well. We
have almost 90 percent who are en-
gaged in some type of job. Many are
students who work because they, as un-
documented students, don’t qualify for
Federal assistance. So they hold down
jobs to pay for their college education.
I have met them. Some of them break
down in tears and say: Senator, I am so
close to graduating, but what’s the
point if I am going to be deported the
day after? What’s the point?

That is what we are up against, and
that is what we face. What we need to
do is take a look at the real-life sto-
ries.

I want to introduce to you a person
who is a friend of mine. He is an amaz-
ing person. This is Cesar Montelongo,
as shown in this picture. Cesar was 10
years old when his family brought him
here from Mexico. He grew up in New
Mexico, where his academic achieve-
ment was quickly recognized. He grad-
uated from high school with a grade
point average above 4.0. He was ranked
third in his class. He was a member of
the Chess, French, Spanish, Physics,
and Science Clubs. He even took col-
lege classes during the last 2 years of
high school.
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Cesar went on to New Mexico State
University, where he had a triple major
in biology, microbiology, and Spanish,
as well as two minors in chemistry and
biochemistry. He is one smart fellow.
He graduated with distinction in the
honors track with a 3.9 GPA. He then
earned a master’s degree in biology.

He earned a master’s degree in biol-
ogy because his dream was to go to
medical school. But before DACA, it
was impossible. He could not apply for
medical school. The medical schools of
America were not accepting the stu-
dents who were undocumented. He
knew if he went to medical school any-
where and didn’t have a legal right to
work, he couldn’t complete a residency
at the end of medical school. So he got
a master’s degree in biology and a
minor in molecular biology and worked
as a teaching assistant.

Then DACA came along. Today,
Cesar is the first DACA student who is
enrolled in the MD-PhD program at
Loyola University Chicago Stritch
School of Medicine. He is entering his
third year of this highly competitive
program. They accept only a handful
for an MD-PhD. On completion, he will
receive a medical degree and a doc-
torate degree in science. He is one of
more than 30 DACA recipients at this
medical school, which I am so proud of,
in Chicago. It was, in fact, the first
medical school to admit students with
DACA status, beginning in 2014.

DACA students don’t get special
treatment—mo quotas. They have to
compete. But amazingly bright, young
people like Cesar were just waiting for
a chance to compete.

In order to finish their education at
this medical school, they borrow from
the State of Illinois government, which
gives them a loan for their medical
education. For every year that they
are given a loan, they pledge to serve 1
year as medical doctors in an under-
served area of our State. It is a win-win
situation.

He is now doing amazing research. He
is researching how bladder viruses
shape bacteria populations and the po-
tential implications for urinary infec-
tions and disease.

He is a member of the pathology
medical group. He is a Spanish inter-
preter at the local clinic, and a mentor
to other medical students.

I asked Cesar: What drew you to med-
icine? Here is what he said:

When I was very young, my father became
ill and then was bedridden for months. He
was the primary breadwinner and I saw him
as our protector. Watching him immobilized
and screaming in pain had a huge impact on
me. Years later we would find out that my
father suffered from diabetic myopathy and
neuropathy. Learning that both his illness
and our family’s suffering could have been
prevented by education and relatively inex-
pensive medication was heartbreaking. But
at the same time, it made me realize the po-
tential of medicine.

What is Cesar’s dream for the future?
To become a practicing physician and a
scientist and to develop new and im-
proved clinical diagnostic tools so that
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doctors can diagnose and treat diseases
better.

Close to 70 Dreamers are enrolled in
medical schools around the TUnited
States. Why is DACA important to
him? Any student like him who is in a
medical school today and wants to go
on to a residency has to be able to
work. Residents work long hours in
hospitals while they are learning. If he
didn’t have DACA, he wouldn’t have
legal permission or legal authority to
work in this country. No medical
school will accept him for a residency
unless he has that DACA protection.

Why in the world would we let this
young man’s vigorous pursuit of edu-
cation and brilliance be wasted? We
need him. We need him in Chicago. We
need him in Illinois. We need him in
America—and many others just like
him.

The Association of American Medical
Colleges reports that the Nation’s doc-
tor shortage will rise to 40,000 and even
to 105,000 by the year 2030. Both the
AMA and the Association of American
Medical Colleges have warned that end-
ing DACA will hurt when it comes to
this physician shortage. They want
Congress to do something.

Listen to what the AMA says:

Estimates have shown that the DACA ini-
tiative could help introduce 5,400 previously
ineligible physicians into the U.Ss.
healthcare system in the coming decades to
help address [physician] shortages and en-
sure patient access to care. ... Removing
those with DACA status will create care
shortages for rural and underserved areas.

. Without these physicians, the AMA is
concerned that the quality of care provided
in these communities will be negatively im-
pacted.

I know the Presiding Officer is from
the State of North Carolina. In my
State of Illinois, we have some great
big cities, and we have some great
small towns. Many of the best small
towns and rural areas from my end of
the State are desperate to make sure
they have good doctors at their local
hospitals and people available in the
community.

We can’t afford to lose Cesar. We
can’t afford to lose the thousands of
others the AMA tells us are poised to
become doctors and to fill our need
across America. This aging population
of our country is going to need doctors
and nurses and physical therapists
more than ever. If these young people
can answer that call, they will not only
be serving our Nation, but they will be
serving their own goals to be part of
our Nation’s future.

Now it is up to us. We are supposed to
leave here in a matter of days. That
means those of us who are serious
about this issue have to do something
meaningful and important, and do it
quickly.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Missouri.

———

TAX REFORM

Mr. BLUNT. Mr. President, I thank
my colleagues who are on the Senate
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Finance Committee and the Senate
Budget Committee for getting us to the
point we are at today. I think we are
approaching a vote to move to a full
debate on the tax bill, which is abso-
lutely amendable with every idea that
has anything to do with taxes and rais-
ing money, so people will have every
right to be heard.

It has been a process that has gone
on for a long time. But what we have
seen happen over the last three dec-
ades—after an incredible effort in 1986
to simplify the Tax Code, to bring it
up-to-date and make it competitive,
what we have seen is a tax code that
gradually has become more and more
complicated.

There are too many loopholes that
don’t seem to be fair to everyone in-
volved. Sometimes, it is not as much
the tax rate you are paying, as your
understanding that somebody else has
figured out—in a competitive business
or not even the same business—how to
find that tax loophole, which meant
they weren’t paying their fair share of
taxes.

Our Tax Code depends on a sense of
fairness. It depends on a sense of eq-
uity. The out-of-date Tax Code means
that some of the rates—particularly in
international competition that might
have been just fine 30 years ago—sim-
ply aren’t fine today. Other countries
have continued to reduce their taxes.
They understand, as many of our
States do in this country, that a tax
policy that works means an economy
that grows. Many of our competitors
have figured that out. Right now, we
have a chance to join them and figure
it out as well.

There is a chance here to make a
generational change that will last, I
would hope, at least for a generation,
as the structure. We can do that by
lowering corporate rates. In 1986, 35
percent was Kind of in the middle of
the countries we compete with. In 2017,
it is at the very top of the tax struc-
ture of the countries we compete with.
Even though they are well below us
now in terms of the tax burden they
put on companies that compete with
us, they are lowering their corporate
rate already. Even the middle will soon
be the top, as it turned out to be in the
last three decades. At least this gets us
back to the middle.

We will shift to a territorial system
where, if you make money in another
country, there is no penalty to bring it
back here. There is no doubt that we
will bring hundreds of billions of dol-
lars back to the U.S. economy if we
pass this bill. Some of the estimates
say that we may bring $2 trillion back.

We have had a stimulus plan in the
past decade in which every family got
$100 or something like that and
thought that was a big stimulus. So a
$1 trillion stimulus or $2 trillion stim-
ulus is unbelievable. That money has
been sitting someplace else; companies
have wanted to invest it here but
weren’t going to bring it back under
the old tax system. If they had brought
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it back, their shareholders would prob-
ably have removed them from leader-
ship in the company because it simply
would not have been good business. It
will be good business to bring that
money back if we pass this bill.

We are also going to allow immediate
expensing that says: I am going to
spend the money now and get credit for
it now. Those kinds of things grow the
economy. It will make us more com-
petitive worldwide. It will grow invest-
ments. When those two things happen,
higher paying jobs have always fol-
lowed and will follow here.

We have been stuck for 8 or 9 years
now with no growth in family income
for hard-working families. The way to
change that, No. 1, is to take some of
the tax burden away right now, and we
are doing that in this bill. But, No. 2,
we need to be sure we create more com-
petition for the hard work and skills
that workers take to the workplace
every day.

We know that growth stemming from
tax reform will have a positive impact
on voters, and they will see a share of
what is happening in the economy
that, frankly, they haven’t seen in the
past. Families in your State and fami-
lies in my State need this kind of op-
portunity, and job creators need this
kind of relief.

Just last month, the Council of Eco-
nomic Advisers estimated that the av-
erage household income would increase
by $4,000 annually, based on reducing
the corporate rate to 20 percent. The
economy, of course, will grow in re-
sponse to that.

Another study by a Harvard professor
and former Reagan adviser, Martin
Feldstein, found a 20-percent corporate
tax rate would deliver a wage boost of
about $3,500. So whether it is $3,500 by
one estimate or $4,000 by another esti-
mate, that makes a real difference to
families who haven’t seen an increase
in their pay in a long time.

This bill is supported by a majority
of small businesses—the real engine
that drives the economy. There is a
section called 179 expensing. Any time
you start talking like a CPA, you are
in trouble. But that 179 expensing for
small- and medium-size businesses,
family farms, and others, lets you ex-
pense immediately when you have
added to investment—when you have
bought a piece of farm equipment,
something like that. All of that is en-
hanced in this bill.

I don’t think accounting is the most
exciting thing to talk about in the
world, but this allows for the kinds of
accounting measures that businesses
say they need to really simplify how
they report and how they do business.
And that is right here.

There are some specific Missouri ex-
amples, just as there are in every one
of our States. Jim Sheldon owns a busi-
ness called DT Engineering, which is a
manufacturing company in Lebanon,
MO. They produce industrial automa-
tion systems. When Jim was inter-
viewed by the National Association of
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Manufacturers and asked what tax re-
form would mean to his company in
terms of investment, hiring, and grow-
ing his business, he said:

More business! Bringing work back to the
[United States] will increase order rates, in-
ventory, and development. This will create
growth for DT Engineering.

Jim also said that benefits from tax
reform will allow him to ‘‘reinvest to
reinvent.” Spending more money in
what they are doing and figuring out
ways to do it better is how to compete.

Mike DeCola, who owns a business
called HBM Holdings in St. Louis, was
interviewed by NAM. Remember, this
is the National Association of Manu-
facturers; these are people who make
things, and any time we get into that
economy and strengthen that economy,
we strengthen take-home pay. But he
was interviewed by NAM. He was asked
what this tax reform would mean to his
business, and he said: ‘“‘Tax reform will
unleash investment not just for us, but
for our customers.” That is where his
quote ends, but that is a really impor-
tant point to understand. When every-
body is doing better, whatever you are
doing is likely to get better as well.
Not only does the business get better
for you, but, suddenly, the people to
whom you sell things are more inter-
ested in also innovating, investing, and
improving.

The Senate bill also recognizes a cou-
ple of tools that really help us go in
and revitalize areas that are not doing
so well. One is called new market tax
credits. New market tax credits have
provided an effective incentive for the
private sector to invest in communities
outside the economic mainstream.
These are usually communities that al-
ready have the water system, the elec-
trical system, the sewer system, and
the sidewalks, but they have buildings
that no longer serve the purpose they
used to serve, and the new market tax
credits look at those buildings and
other areas.

In our State of Missouri, the new
market tax credits have financed a
sauce manufacturer in Hazelwood; a
heating system manufacturer in Cuba,
MO; a plumbing fixture manufacturer
in Kansas City; a training center for
sheet metal workers in St. Louis; the
first grocery store in more than a gen-
eration in Pagedale, MO; and a lot
more things beyond that. This bill rec-
ognizes that.

It also acknowledges the importance
of historic tax credits. I was talking
with Patt Lilly from St. Joseph about
that. He made the point that St. Jo-
seph is an older community, a historic
community. The western movement
and the wagon trains outfitted there
150 and 175 years ago. The Pony Ex-
press started there. The stockyards
thrived after the Civil War.

Those old buildings—many magnifi-
cent buildings—didn’t have the kind of
uses they used to have, but over the
past 10 years, historic tax credits have
leveraged almost $100 million in rede-
velopment in those older buildings.
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Housing developed there. Businesses
developed there. They restored and re-
vitalized distressed areas of the city.

A recent example is the restoration
of the German American Building by
Mosaic Life Care in the St. Joseph
downtown area. That is a building that
wouldn’t have been able to be saved
without some special assistance, which
was made available because of historic
tax credits. Again, not only was the
historic building saved, but all of the
services that were already there and
served that building that wasn’t being
used now serve a building that is being
used, and they don’t have to be re-
placed.

The bottom line is that this is a bill
that will create a better future for
American families and a better future
for American jobs. This is an oppor-
tunity to do something that is hard to
do, and it only gets done once every 25
to 30 years. This is the moment. It is
time to do this.

We will have a debate on the floor
that allows everybody to make every
reasonable amendment. I don’t mean
reasonable in that it might be reason-
able to do it, but reasonable in that it
deals with taxes and you figure out
some way to pay for it. So you do
something here, and you add some-
thing there. That is what this debate
will be. We have talked about this
topic now for years and intensely for
months. It is time to get this job done.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. COT-
TON). The Senator from Michigan.

————

HEALTHCARE

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President. I ac-
tually am going to speak for a moment
about something other than the tax
provisions, but I have to say, with my
friend from Missouri on the floor—and
I do mean my friend from Missouri—
that we may not agree on the tax pro-
visions, but we do agree on what I am
going to be talking about today, which
is community health centers and chil-
dren’s health insurance. I am hopeful
that, as the Senator was speaking
about new market tax credits—which I
support strongly—and historic preser-
vations, they don’t get hurt in this
process at all. I know there is work to
do on this to make sure it doesn’t hap-
pen, but I appreciate working very
closely with my colleague and friend
from Missouri on what I want to talk
about today.

I rise today to draw attention to the
way the Senate majority is failing chil-
dren and families in Michigan and all
across the country. It now has been 60
days—nearly 2 months—since Repub-
licans let funding expire for the Chil-
dren’s Health Insurance Program and
community health centers—60 days. It
doesn’t have to be this way because we
have bipartisan support to be able to
continue the funding for both of these
programs.

We also can’t say that we haven’t had
time. During these 60 days, Republican
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leadership has found time for us to
work on plenty of other issues. They
passed their budget. They have taken
75 floor votes. Republicans introduced
their tax plan, which is now before us,
and we are spending time this week on
that. And, by the way, they rewrote
their tax plan in a way that would
cause 13 million people to lose their
health insurance. The Senate has con-
sidered 24 nominees, but Republicans
haven’t taken any action to ensure
that the 9 million children who have
health insurance from the Children’s
Health Insurance Program can con-
tinue to get medical care, even though
we have bipartisan support.

In the middle of all of the division
going on right now on the floor, we
could bring something to the floor that
would have bipartisan support and do
the right thing for families and for
children and make sure that we are
taking away the anxiety that families
are feeling now across the country
about what is going to happen. There
are 9 million children right now at risk
because of inaction.

CHIP provides children from low- and
moderate-income  working families
with affordable healthcare. These are
families who are working. They don’t
qualify for other kinds of help. These
are working families who sometimes
have one job, sometimes two jobs, or
part-time jobs, and they trying to hold
it together. They want to be able to
take their child to the doctor. They
want the peace of mind that comes
from knowing that if their child gets
hurt or if they get sick, they can take
them to a doctor.

In addition, the Senate majority
hasn’t taken any action on another
very important community healthcare
program to ensure that 256 million peo-
ple who count on community health
centers will continue to have a place to
go when they get hurt, when they get
sick, to take their child, and to take
their parents.

Included among those 25 million pa-
tients are 300,000 of our veterans—
300,000 veterans—and 7.5 million chil-
dren that rely on health centers in our
communities.

I have often said that healthcare is
personal not political. There is nothing
more personal than waking up in the
middle of the night because your child
is crying and they are sick. There is
nothing more personal than worrying
about whether you are going to be able
to get them the care they need. There
is nothing more personal than wanting
to know that you have a healthcare
provider in your community who can
help you or a family member manage
your chronic conditions—high blood
pressure, diabetes, and other things—so
that you don’t find yourself getting
sicker and sicker and sicker.

Healthcare is personal not political,
and each one of these 9 million children
and 25 million Americans are being per-
sonally let down by this inaction.

As I indicated before, it doesn’t have
to be this way. We can take action
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today. We have bipartisan support
right now, and bipartisan cosponsor-
ship right now. We could stop the divi-
sive debate and take a moment to do
something really important for fami-
lies and children before the holiday
season. Right now we can ensure that
families and children know that the
Children’s Health Insurance Program
will continue in the new year and that
they are going to be able to go to their
community health center and get the
care they need for themselves and their
families.

I was really proud of the fact that
Senator HATCH, our distinguished
chairman of the Finance Committee,
and Senator WYDEN, our distinguished
ranking member, and all of us on the
Committee came together to put to-
gether a bipartisan Children’s Health
Insurance Program extension for 5
years. It came out of Committee with
only one Senator voting no.

I was hoping that it was going to get
done right away. Why wouldn’t it? It is
something that could sail through
here. In addition to that, 70 Members of
this body, led by Senator BLUNT and
myself, have signed a letter of support
for continuing funding for community
health centers. Now, Senator BLUNT
and I have put in bipartisan legislation
with eight other Democrats and 8 other
Republicans to extend funding for 5
years.

I know if this came up on the floor,
we could get this done today and ease
the worries of families that are begin-
ning to get notices across the country
that the health insurance for them-
selves and their children is going to
run out.

These programs have long had strong
bipartisan support. Why can’t we get
the action on this that these families
and children deserve? Instead, families
continue to wait every day—60 days.

I truly thought back in September
that this was something that would be
enough of a priority that it could get
done amidst all the other things that
have been brought to the floor of the
Senate. But now the clock ticks every
day—every day. This is wrong. We need
to put these children and these families
first.

We might be 60 days late, but there is
no reason we can’t act today or tomor-
row—before the end of the week—to
make these children and families a top
priority.

Before CHIP, too many hard-working
families in Michigan couldn’t afford to
take their children to the doctor.
Today, 100,000 children are covered by
MIChild, which is what we call our
Children’s Health Insurance Program—
100,000 children.

With all the efforts to provide afford-
able healthcare that are going on in
Michigan right now—successful ef-
forts—97 percent of the children in
Michigan today can now see a doctor—
97 percent. They are, at the moment,
not having to go to an emergency room
and wait hours and hours and hours or
have their parents try to figure out
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what they can do to help them when
they get sick. So 97 percent of our chil-
dren can now see a doctor, and that is
the highest level ever, and we should be
proud of that. That is a good thing.

Yet, unless Congress acts soon,
MIChild will begin running out of fund-
ing as early as January, which is not
very far away. Happy New Year. Lose
your health insurance.

January will also be a bad month for
Michigan’s community health centers.
Nearly 20,000 people will lose access to
healthcare. Some 20,000 people in
Michigan who now are able to go to a
community health center would see
that access to healthcare go away,
with thousands more dropped each
month.

Last year, Michigan’s community
health centers treated more than
680,000 patients—680,000 people—includ-
ing 12,710 of our veterans. They diag-
nosed coronary artery disease in more
than 21,000 people. Nearly 34,000 Michi-
gan residents were diagnosed with
asthma and began to get help. Nearly
140,000 people were diagnosed with dia-
betes and could get help. All of those
health conditions can be managed—we
know that—if you have access to a doc-
tor, to nurses, and to medications. You
can manage those kinds of chronic dis-
eases. However, they can be deadly if
they are undiagnosed and untreated.

Just ask William. He didn’t have a
regular doctor after moving to Jack-
son, MI, from Chicago, but one morn-
ing he knew he needed one. He woke up
feeling light-headed. So he went to the
Center for Family Health, a great facil-
ity. They discovered that William’s
blood pressure was high—so high, in
fact, that he was in danger of having a
heart attack or a stroke. It took about
a year for William’s doctors to find the
right combination of medications to
control his blood pressure, but they
were able to do that. He has been get-
ting his care at the Center for Family
Health ever since. They literally saved
his life.

Emily from Rochester Hills has her
own story about the Children’s Health
Insurance Program. Emily’s dad was
laid off from two separate jobs within 3
years at a time when her mom was
working a part-time job that didn’t
provide insurance. That is a very com-
mon story for a lot of hard-working
folks in Michigan as well as across the
country. Thankfully, Emily and her
brothers and sisters had health insur-
ance through MIChild. It covered their
scoliosis, asthma, a seizure disorder,
and typical children’s health insurance
issues 1like Dbronchitis and broken
bones. Emily’s words are:

The Children’s Health Insurance Program
was a lifesaver for my siblings and me. . . .
I can’t imagine the stress that my parents
dealt with during that time and how we
would have survived so well without the pro-
gram.

Emily and William know CHIP and
community health centers make life-
saving differences for people in Michi-
gan as well as across the country.
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We are 60 days late, but there is no
time like the present to get this done.
We are 60 days late, but we don’t have
to make it 61. Our children and our
families should be put at the top of the
list for action, not at the bottom. It is
time to make things right for the 9
million children who rely on the Chil-
dren’s Health Insurance Program and
the 25 million people who use commu-
nity health centers.

We shouldn’t let one more day go by
without acting. We can do this now.
There is bipartisan support to get this
done, and our children and our families
deserve to have this done as quickly as
possible.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from South Dakota.

TAX REFORM

Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, I know I
don’t need to tell anybody that Amer-
ican families have had a tough time in
recent years. Weak economic growth,
stagnant wages, and a lack of opportu-
nities have left many Americans strug-
gling just to get by.

To put a fine point on that, during
the entire years of the Obama Presi-
dency, there wasn’t a single year
wherein the growth rate and the econ-
omy exceeded 3 percent. If we go back
to the end of World War II, average
economic growth in this country has
averaged somewhere in the 3 to 3.5 per-
cent range. So in the entire 8 years of
the Obama Presidency, there was not a
single year—not one year—where eco-
nomic growth exceeded 3 percent.

What did that mean for American
workers? It meant that their wages
stayed flat. In many cases, up until
just recently, American families
haven’t had a pay raise for the better
part of a decade as a result. It has been
a sluggish, anemic, slow-growth econ-
omy that wasn’t creating the kind of
good-paying jobs or the wage levels
that enabled American families to ben-
efit from increasing incomes.

A recent survey found that 50 percent
of Americans consider themselves to be
living paycheck to paycheck. That
makes perfect sense if we look at the
economic statistics, economic record of
the past 8 years. About one-third of
those same Americans say they are
just $400 away from a financial crisis.

Real help is on the way. This week,
we will bring the Senate version of
comprehensive tax reform to the Sen-
ate floor. The legislation we have pro-
duced will provide immediate, direct
relief to hard-working Americans, but
that is not what we are hearing from
Democrats. Here is what we are hear-
ing Democrats say about the Senate
plan—and I will just contrast that with
the facts, what is really true. Here is
what we have heard: The Republicans
have somehow drafted this secret tax
plan behind closed doors and are forc-
ing it through the voting process much
too fast.

No doubt we have heard this as well:
The Senate tax bill raises taxes on
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lower and middle-income, middle-class
Americans while cutting taxes for the
rich.

Here is an interesting attack that is
coming from my colleagues on the
other side as well who have, in the
past, not been considered budget
hawks: The Senate tax bill somehow is
a budget buster that irresponsibly in-
creases the deficit.

First off, let me address that ques-
tion. The answer to the deficit question
is that this is a $5.5 trillion tax cut.
Seventy percent of the tax cut is paid
for by ending loopholes and special ex-
emptions in the Tax Code today—what
we call base broadeners—broadening
the base by doing away with some of
the preferences that exist in the code
today.

The Joint Committee on Taxation
says that with a static score, we will
have about a $1.4 trillion delta to
cover. Assuming that we use current
tax policy—and we normally do extend
current tax policy—we believe the re-
maining cost of the tax cut will be cov-
ered through increased economic
growth.

What does that mean? What kind of
growth do we have to achieve in the
economy in order to have the kind of
growth that would enable this tax re-
lief above and beyond what we have
done in terms of base broadeners and
pay-fors to be covered?

Just to put it in perspective, the Con-
gressional Budget Office is assuming
and forecasting 1.8 percent growth over
the next 10 years. Again, as I men-
tioned earlier, we didn’t have good
growth over the last 8 years in the
Obama administration. We were aver-
aging 1.5 to 2 percent growth. The Con-
gressional Budget Office is forecasting
currently 1.8 percent growth for the
next 10 years.

Well, I can’t believe that growth rate
would be acceptable to people in this
country—the greatest economy on the
face of the Earth growing at less than
2 percent a year. That cannot be the
new normal. We have to do better than
that.

If we get just 2.2 to 2.4 percent
growth with this bill, we will have cov-
ered the remaining cost of the tax cut.
The amount I pointed out earlier is not
covered in terms of base broadeners
and pay-fors and offsets, but it assumes
a certain reasonable amount of
growth—just the growth necessary to
cover the cost of that tax cut—which is
2.2 to 2.4 percent. Again, to put it in
perspective, going back to the end of
World War II, the economy in this
country has averaged 3 to 3.5 percent
growth. It is only in the last decade,
where we have had heavy taxes and
heavy regulations and policies that
have created conditions that are not
favorable for that kind of growth,
where we have gotten stuck with this
malaise of 1.5 to 2 percent. So if we can
just get 2.2 to 2.4 percent growth in the
economy, we will cover the remaining
cost of this tax cut.

In reality, when my colleagues on the
other side of the aisle say that this is
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going to add to the deficit, they are
saying our country cannot grow at 2.2
to 2.4 percent a year over the next 10
years. They have gotten used to the
low, slow, sluggish, anemic growth and
have accepted that as the new normal.

I don’t accept that as the new nor-
mal, and the American people
shouldn’t accept that as the new nor-
mal because we are selling our coun-
try—the greatest economy in the
world—woefully short when we find it
satisfactory that the economy can
grow at less than 2 percent. As I said,
since World War II, we have averaged
over 3 percent growth.

After such a long period of stagnant
growth, I understand how my col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle
are resigned to accept this as the new
normal, but I think I can speak for all
of our Republican colleagues here when
I say we can do much better than we
did during the Obama years. We can
and we will grow at a faster rate on ac-
count of this tax reform bill. Why? Be-
cause when you reduce taxes, you allow
people to keep more of what they have
earned. Instead of growing the govern-
ment in Washington, DC, you start
growing the economy. When you reduce
taxes on businesses, those businesses
invest. They expand their operations.
When they expand their operations, it
means they have to hire new people.
The demand for labor raises the price
of labor. Wages go up. Paychecks get
bigger. That is what happens.

It also means the government gen-
erates more revenue. When the econ-
omy is growing at a faster rate, people
are working, paying taxes; people who
have invested are taking their realiza-
tions, and that raises tax revenues in
this country.

We can and will grow at a faster rate
if we can put the right economic poli-
cies in place, starting with this tax re-
form bill. We can create those new,
good-paying jobs, keep existing jobs
from moving overseas, and we can see
wages in this country go up and finally
give Americans a much needed break in
their paychecks. We can get the econ-
omy growing again and generate
enough revenue to cover the remaining
30 percent cost of this tax reform bill.

This bill has been put together after
many years of hearings and work.
Democrats argue that this was some-
how cooked up in a short amount of
time. I joined the Senate Finance Com-
mittee in 2011. Since I have been on the
committee, we have had 70-plus hear-
ings on tax reform. Two years ago, in
2015, the chairman of that committee,
Senator HATCH, created a number of
working groups to examine various as-
pects of the Tax Code. I had the privi-
lege of chairing one of those groups
along with Senator CARDIN, a Demo-
crat on the other side of the aisle. We
looked at and examined the business
part of the Tax Code to try and deter-
mine what sorts of recommendations
we could make that would get the
economy growing at a faster rate and
generate better paying jobs. There
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were five groups like that, all of which
made recommendations, much of which
formed the basis for the tax bill we are
considering today.

We have been working on this for
years to get to where we are today. It
has involved a lot of thought, a lot of
analysis, a lot of work has gone into
the legislation that we will be voting
on later this week.

We made a focus of this tax reform
legislation delivering meaningful tax
relief to middle-income families who
we believe know better how to spend
their money than the Federal Govern-
ment here in Washington, DC. If we can
make American families’ paychecks
bigger, they can decide what they want
to do to help themselves and their fam-
ilies, such as save for college edu-
cation, perhaps save for a more secure
retirement, or take care of the daily
needs they have in their lives. The fun-
damental premise is, we trust the
American people to make those deci-
sions.

We believe, after the last decade of
stagnant wages and a slow and sluggish
economy, that they deserve a pay
raise, that they deserve to have a big-
ger paycheck than they do today. So
reducing tax rates, doubling the stand-
ard deduction, doubling the child tax
credit, which are all features of the
Senate bill—all benefits of this Senate
bill—are things that will help allow
these families to keep more of what
they earn.

The average family in this country,
under this legislation that we will con-
sider—when I say ‘‘average family,” a
typical family of four—with a com-
bined annual income of $73,000, will re-
ceive a $2,200 tax cut as a result of this
tax legislation. That is a 60-percent tax
cut over what they are paying today
under current law.

So if we look at the way this impacts
middle-income families in this coun-
try, doubling the standard deduction,
doubling the child tax credit, and low-
ering rates are all policies that will
inure to the benefit of middle-income
families in this country. We believe
middle-income families deserve to keep
more of what they own. They deserve
bigger paychecks. This tax bill will do
that for them, in addition to creating
the growth in the economy that we
need to see if we are going to get those
better paying jobs generated and get
wages back up to where American fam-
ilies are enjoying a higher standard of
living and a higher quality of life than
what they have today.

We need to get back to normal. We
need to get back to 3, 3.5 percent
growth. We can do that with the right
policies, and it starts by passing the
kind of tax reform we have before us
today that will lower rates on busi-
nesses, lower rates on families, double
that standard deduction, double that
child tax credit, and allow American
families and American workers to get
the benefit of keeping more of their
paychecks, more of their hard-earned
money in their own pockets, and the
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benefit of higher wages that will com-
pliment a stronger, more robust econ-
omy that is growing at a faster rate
than what it is today.

That is what is at stake in the dis-
cussion over tax reform. I hope, before
the week is out, we will get the votes
that are necessary to pass this and
then go to conference with the House
of Representatives, which has already
passed their version of tax reform, and
then put a bill on the President’s desk
that he can sign into law before the
end of this year that moves us in a di-
rection that provides meaningful tax
relief for middle-income families in
this country, as well as creates condi-
tions that are favorable to that eco-
nomic growth that will create better
paying jobs and higher wages.

The American people deserve better
than 1.5 percent growth. They deserve
a pay raise, not a pay cut, and that is
what this tax reform bill will help ac-
complish.

I yield the floor.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I am
here to discuss the tax bill, what we
have done before, and what we have
now in front of us. That is not what the
American people want. It is what large
corporations want—large, multi-
national corporations that get their
corporate tax rate cut from 35 to 20
percent. It is what the well-to-do want.
That is what is before us.

Now, let me explain. Anyone who
says that this bill is all for the middle
class is not giving the full story. What
they are not telling you is that the tax
cuts for the middle class expire in 7 or
8 years. That is not what is being told.

Folks are not telling you that this
bill will put small businesses at a com-
petitive disadvantage, making it easier
for large, multinational corporations
to crush local small businesses. I say
this as a Senator from Florida, since
small business is the economic back-
bone of our State, not the large multi-
national corporations.

What people are not telling you is
that this bill will cause healthcare pre-
miums to go up by 10 percent and will
force 13 million people to lose their
health insurance, and that is according
to an independent analysis by CBO, the
Congressional Budget Office.

Folks are not telling you that this
bill will send thousands of jobs—Amer-
ican jobs—overseas. It is not a jobs bill;
it is a bill that is going to send jobs
overseas because the tax rate for in-
come produced overseas for large, mul-
tinational corporations is going to be
less than the tax rate for those same
corporations producing the income in
America. This is exactly what is in the
bill.
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They are not telling you all the other
ways that CBO says this bill will hurt
ordinary Americans. For example, be-
ginning in 2019, CBO says anyone mak-
ing under $30,000 a year will take a hit
from this bill if it becomes law. Then,
in 2021, anyone making under $40,000
will start to feel the pinch. Finally, in
2027, anyone making under $75,000 is ac-
tually going get a tax increase. That is
what folks are not telling you, but that
is what is in print in the bill. All the
while, the big, multinational corpora-
tions and those at the economic top
will continue to reap the benefits of
tax cuts.

This is not fooling; this is what the
bill says. Once folks find out what is in
this bill, there is going to be a day of
reckoning. The question is, When are
they going to find out? Are they going
to wait until they see that everybody—
in about 7 years—earning under $75,000
is actually getting a tax increase?
What the bill needs is balance.

This Senator is a member of the Fi-
nance Committee. We tried to add bal-
ance in the committee, but our Repub-
lican colleagues insisted on voting
down every Democratic amendment
that was brought up, only making
changes on the margin to say that they
had gone through regular order. An
amendment of this Senator’s to in-
crease the child tax credit was voted
down, 14 to 12.

In the meantime, the real bill is
being written in secret by one party,
with a new iteration to change it com-
ing out almost every other day. I wish
I were kidding. In fact, it came out the
week before Thanksgiving. On Monday,
we started marking it up. A new
version came out on Tuesday. A new
version came out on Wednesday. Then,
in the markup on Thursday before
Thanksgiving week, lo and behold,
there was a new version with a so-
called managers’ amendment. The bill
starts changing colors, with each new
version trying to top the last in what it
is doing to the middle class.

This isn’t the way we should be doing
the people’s business. We ought to be
coming together to find a way to nego-
tiate a tax bill that works for most
Americans, not pit red States against
blue States or make it harder for cities
to invest in infrastructure. We
shouldn’t have a tax bill that makes
healthcare less affordable and takes
healthcare away from 13 million people
and, on top of all of this, that increases
the national debt by almost $1.5 tril-
lion on top of the $20 trillion of na-
tional debt.

What the American people want is
for us to work together, to work on bi-
partisan compromise, but what we
have is the opposite of that. The Amer-
ican people want the best way to en-
sure a good outcome for the widest ma-
jority of Americans. I daresay, if we
put a tax bill on this floor in a bipar-
tisan way, it would end up having 70 to
80 votes out of 100 Senators in a big, re-
sounding, bipartisan vote, but that is
not the course that has been chosen.
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I want to give one other example.
Some Senators are being told that the
health insurance part of this bill ends
up raising rates by 10 percent and tak-
ing health insurance away from 13 mil-
lion Americans. They are saying that
in a series of bills that this Senator has
worked on in a bipartisan fashion,
some of them being initiated in a bi-
partisan way out of the HELP Com-
mittee by Senator ALEXANDER and Sen-
ator MURRAY—some are saying that
those bills, including a bill that this
Senator has cosponsored with Senator
COLLINS to establish a reinsurance
fund—and in some States, the use of it
has lowered premiums by 20 percent—
some say that all of those fixes to the
Affordable Care Act will completely
overshadow and take away the health
insurance premiums that this tax bill
has that CBO has said will raise pre-
miums 10 percent.

That argument has been made why
some Republican Senators should vote
for this tax bill, but, in fact, the Con-
gressional Budget Office came out
today with a letter saying that that is
not true, that the rates on what is
being done in this tax bill on health in-
surance will still go up 10 percent al-
most every year for the next 10 years.
That is not this Senator saying that;
that is in a letter of November 29 by
the Congressional Budget Office.

So how we ought to do it is the same
way the last major tax bill was passed.
It was way back in 1986. It was when
Ronald Reagan was President and the
Speaker of the House was Tip O’Neill.
They were two old Irishmen who used
to fight like the dickens. But they had
a personal friendship. They had a per-
sonal relationship. They could cut
through all the political differences.
When it was time to get things done,
they could come to a bipartisan con-
sensus. In 1986, they found a way to do
it, and the middle class was the one
that benefited.

We know it can be done. It has been
done before. This isn’t 1986; this is 2017.
Things have changed. It has gotten a
lot more partisan around here. It has
gotten a lot more ideologically rigid.
But when you are doing major tax bills
that affect one-sixth of the American
economy, isn’t it time to revert to
what we did back in 1986 when we came
together in bipartisan consensus? As
long as there is a will, there is a way.
And in the midst of this extreme, toxic
atmosphere of high partisanship, what
I hope is that we might find the will to
cut through that and say: Indeed, there
is a way, and it is a bipartisan way. We
just need willing partners on both
sides.

I pray that will occur between now
and Christmas before we do something
we are going to regret, so that we can
do something for the American econ-
omy and so that we can do something
for the American people, that they fi-
nally say: This is the way I want our
public servants to act. I want them to
act in consensus building in a bipar-
tisan or a nonpartisan way. I hope that
will be our Christmas present.
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Mr. President, I yield the floor.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mrs. CAPITO. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mrs. CAPITO. Mr. President, I come
to the floor to voice my very strong
support for the tax reform legislation
that will come before the U.S. Senate
this week.

This bill will power economic growth
and provide great opportunities for
American workers. It will lead to in-
creased wages, and it will help our
small businesses expand. I have said
often on the Senate floor that small
businesses in West Virginia comprise 95
percent of the businesses in West Vir-
ginia and over 50 percent of the work-
force. Small businesses want to thrive,
and they want to expand.

It will provide much needed tax relief
for middle-class working families in
my State and across the Nation, and
for many in the working class, the in-
crease in the standard deduction will
lower rates and provide for a much
simpler process. I have talked about
this on the floor a lot. I think that one
of the things that is underemphasized
and not talked about in this great tax
relief package is the simplification
model that many Americans really
want and deserve in the Tax Code. So
let’s talk about our State of West Vir-
ginia.

In my State of West Virginia, 83 per-
cent of individual tax filers take the
standard deduction—83 percent. This
bill will nearly double that deduction—
from $6,300 to $12,000 for an individual
and from $12,700 to $24,000 for married
couples. That is for 83 percent of the
filers in my State of West Virginia. For
West Virginians who are already tak-
ing the current standard deduction,
this provision means less taxable in-
come and lower tax bills—more money
in their pockets at the end of the day
that they have earned.

Others who itemize will find that
they are actually better off with the
increased standard deduction. At tax
time, they will make the determina-
tion: Should I take the standard deduc-
tion? I used to itemize in the past.
They may make the determination: I
am really better off taking the stand-
ard deduction because it is almost dou-
bling. That is what I am going to do.
That means that they will benefit fi-
nancially and avoid the complications
that come along with itemizing.

Families with children will benefit
from the child tax credit that is dou-
bled. This will provide real help to
working families who are trying to af-
ford education costs, pay rent or their
mortgages, and simply make it to the
end of the month. Whether they want
to put money aside for their futures or
they need money to get through the
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tough child care or health costs, more
money is a significant factor in a lot of
people’s families. They are working
hard, and they want and deserve more
money.

I was interested in an editorial that
was in my local newspaper today, writ-
ten in a negative way about this bill. It
is funny, but it is not humorous. It ac-
tually does not mention the 83 percent
of West Virginia earners who are going
to be having the benefits of this simply
by doubling the standard deduction and
by doubling the child tax credit.

This bill also eliminates the Afford-
able Care Act’s individual mandate,
which is a penalty that mainly impacts
the middle class. Let’s talk about this.
In 2015, more than 34,000 West Vir-
ginians were penalized under this man-
date, and 81 percent of those people—81
percent of the 34,000 people—who were
penalized with a tax penalty, because
they could not afford to buy insurance
or they chose not to, were assessed a
tax penalty for that decision. That 81
percent earns under $50,000 a year.

There has been a lot of misinforma-
tion about this provision, so let me
just clarify. No one is being forced off
of Medicaid or a private health insur-
ance plan by the elimination of the in-
dividual mandate. By eliminating the
individual mandate, we are simply
stopping penalizing and taxing people
who either cannot afford or decide not
to buy health insurance plans. I, for
one, want everyone to purchase and be
able to purchase a health insurance
plan, but that is a personal decision, at
the end of the day, that a family
makes. If you opt not to purchase,
which I hope you would not, your gov-
ernment shouldn’t be taxing you, and
that is what has happened.

Working families will also benefit
from the higher wages and increased
opportunity that this bill will create.
The Tax Foundation found that this
bill will create more than 4,900 jobs in
the State of West Virginia. It doesn’t
sound like much, I guess, to a larger
State. Yet, to a small State, almost
5,000 jobs is significant. A typical mid-
dle-class family in our State would see
its after-tax income grow by over
$1,900. Nationwide, this bill could cre-
ate as many as 925,000 jobs in this anal-
ysis, which is significant. These new
jobs and higher wages result, in part,
from lower tax rates and the shift to a
territorial system.

This will make America more com-
petitive. We want our jobs to be com-
petitive not just here but globally. I
mean, let’s face it. We are in a global
economy. Many of the companies, par-
ticularly the larger companies that are
employing over 30 percent of West Vir-
ginia workers, are competing globally.
If we can make it more competitive for
those businesses to compete globally,
that is going to mean higher wages,
more jobs, and more products that will
be made here in the United States with
our American workers.

Quite frankly, our current system is
driving American companies and jobs
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overseas. The United States has the
highest statutory corporate tax rate in
the industrialized world. That drives
behavior when you look at investing.
After 30 years—30 years ago was the
last time we modernized this—it is past
time to modernize our business Tax
Code and make America more competi-
tive—hire more people, raise wages,
buy more equipment, and invest more
capital. We know by estimates—and
some of these say they are conserv-
ative—that there is more than $2 tril-
lion—with a “t”’—in U.S. corporate
earnings that is kept overseas. This tax
reform package can bring those re-
sources home, which will lead, again,
to more jobs and higher wages here at
home.

It is important that communities
across our country benefit from this
growing economy. Half of our Nation’s
job growth since 2010—almost 8 years
ago—has occurred in only 2 percent of
the counties across this country. I will
add that none of those counties are in
the State of West Virginia. That dem-
onstrates to me the need to help lower
income areas attract more jobs and in-
vestment. That is why I am very glad
to support this tax reform bill, because
it includes a provision called the In-
vesting in Opportunity Act that Sen-
ator TiM ScorT, of South Carolina, in-
troduced and that I was proud to co-
sponsor. This bill is designed, as a part
of this tax reform bill, to attract in-
vestment into areas that have been left
behind in our Nation’s economic recov-
ery, including areas in my State of
West Virginia that continue to strug-
gle in the wake of the Obama adminis-
tration’s anti-coal policies.

Besides making the Tax Code more
competitive and helping to create and
attract investment in economically
distressed areas, this bill will also help
our small businesses. We know that
small businesses are a major economic
driver in our economy. As I said ear-
lier, half of West Virginia’s workforce
in the private sector is employed in
small businesses, and this bill will pro-
vide significantly needed tax relief to
our small businesses.

I have been traveling across the
State, listening to those at small busi-
ness roundtables, and talking to a lot
of people. What I have heard is that
small businesses are eager to take the
tax relief they get and raise wages so
that they can keep their good employ-
ees. They want to pay them more.
They want to hire additional workers
so that they can expand their work or
buy new equipment. I met with a com-
munications company that wants to in-
vest in more IT. These investments
will have a positive effect on the econ-
omy in local communities across the
country—those that are not in that 2
percent that have had the growth over
the last 8 years.

I believe that this tax reform bill will
help the Nation as a whole and the peo-
ple I represent. I am excited to have
this bill on the floor of the U.S. Senate
this week.
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The Senate Finance Committee, of
which the Presiding Officer is a terrific
member and is from the neighboring
State of Pennsylvania, has held over 70
hearings on tax reform and has put to-
gether a very good piece of legislation.
It has held over 70 hearings and an
amendment process and has listened to
many constituents and many individ-
uals who will be impacted by this. The
House has acted. President Trump
stands ready to sign a tax reform meas-
ure into law. What remains now is for
the Senate to do its work—for us to do
our work—and pass this legislation.
Some Senators will have a choice.
Soon, Senators will make a choice. We
can accept the slow economic growth
that has occurred over the past decade
or we can take big and bold action.

To my colleagues, I say, if you want
to help the middle class benefit from
tax cuts, higher wages, and more job
opportunities, then you should vote for
this bill. If you want America to be-
come more competitive in the global
economy, then you should vote for this
bill. If you want small businesses to ex-
pand and thrive, then you should vote
for this bill. Our country needs this,
and our constituents are demanding it.
I call on my colleagues to join me in
passing this bill on the Senate floor
this week.

I yield the floor.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
TOOMEY). The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. President, for most
of my time here in the U.S. Senate, I
have been on the Senate Finance Com-
mittee, which deals with our Tax Code.
For most of my time in the House of
Representatives, I served on the House
Ways and Means Committee, which
dealt with our Tax Code.

Quite frankly, I thought that there
were three guiding principles in regard
to tax reform that both Democrats and
Republicans felt were essential and
that, really, I thought were beyond
being controversial. That is, if we are
going to have tax relief, the focus must
be on the middle class; that in today’s
economic circumstances, we would not
want to have tax reform add to the def-
icit; and that we need to use an open
process—a bipartisan process—for tax
reform so that we have the opportunity
for all stakeholders to understand ex-
actly what we are doing so that we
don’t have any unintended con-
sequences. As I look at the bill that is
being brought to the floor by the Sen-
ate Budget Committee, it violates all
three of these basic principles.

First, with regard to providing relief
to middle-income taxpayers, the Joint
Committee on Taxation has looked at
this bill, and that is the objective
scorekeeper. Some may not like what
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they say, but we have to acknowledge
that these are the objective numbers
that look at exactly who benefits from
the tax provisions. It is an interesting
analysis that they do about those who
are in the top income tax brackets, and
we are using about half a million peo-
ple. In 2019 this group of half a million
people will receive $34 billion in tax re-
lief—half a million taxpayers. In that
same year, those taxpayers who have
income under $50,000, which amounts to
about 90 million taxpayers in this
country or about 180 times the number
of people, will receive about 30 percent
of the amount of benefits, about $14 bil-
lion in that year. That analysis does
not take into consideration who bene-
fits from the estate tax changes in the
bill that is going to be brought before
us. I must say that I doubt there are
any taxpayers under $50,000 a year who
would benefit from increasing the $4
million base that we currently have in
our estate tax. The Joint Committee
on Taxation did not include the impact
of the repeal of the individual mandate
for health coverage, which affects the
funds going into health premium sup-
port and Medicaid which, again, goes to
lower income families. The figures I
just provided are conservative figures.
It is much more skewed toward higher
income than even the committee’s
analysis for 2019.

Let me point out one more issue
about this number. Year 2019 is the
most favorable year for middle-income
taxpayers. It gets worse every year
thereafter. The bill is not targeted to-
ward middle income. It is targeted to
the wealthy.

Look at some of the reasons. The es-
tate tax repeal helps wealthy people.
The alternative minimum tax—those
in the highest incomes who are re-
quired to pay some taxes—is repealed.
There is the fact that the business tax
relief is made permanent but the indi-
vidual relief has a sunset and termi-
nates after 8 years.

So the Congressional Budget Office
has told us exactly who will pay more
taxes. This is interesting. In 2019, those
at the lowest income tax brackets, or
under $30,000, will actually pay more
taxes. They are not getting a tax cut.
If you look at 2021, 2 years later, those
under $40,000 are going to pay more
taxes. If you go all the way up to 2027,
for those earning under $75,000, the ma-
jority will pay more taxes. So as to
this bill, which is being advertised by
my Republican colleagues as benefit-
ting all taxpayers, know that it doesn’t
benefit all taxpayers.

In my State, it is estimated that
800,000 Marylanders will pay more
taxes under this bill in 2027. It particu-
larly affects those in middle income
who are going to be put at a disadvan-
tage. The people who are protected are
those at the high income level. To add
one more complication to middle-in-
come taxpayers, there is also not even
a subtle attack on Medicaid, Medicare,
and other programs that are important
for middle-income families. Job train-
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ing programs dealing with education,
et cetera, are all going to be jeopard-
ized because of the way this bill is
funded.

On the first test, is this bill aimed at
middle-income taxpayers? The answer
is no. It fails.

On the second test, are we financing
this tax cut by increasing the debt,
asking our children and grandchildren
to pay for this tax cut? The answer is
clearly yes. By its own admission, the
budget instructions tell us that we are
going to have a $1.5 trillion deficit as a
result of this tax bill, and that is not
the whole picture. We know there is at
least $1.5 trillion of new debt if this bill
becomes law, but as I am sure my col-
leagues are aware, there are many pro-
visions in this bill that have sunsets—
that terminate—but it is anticipated
that those sunsets will be extended.
For example, in the business expensing
or the credits for family medical leave,
many people are advertising this as
just a way of fitting a more expensive
bill into a $1.5 trillion deficit and not
making it larger, but in reality, when
extending those extenders, we find that
the deficit will be half a trillion dollars
more. We are talking about a $2 trillion
hole in the deficit. To make matters
even worse, we have a trigger that is
being recommended that is in the bill
itself, but that trigger will extend
more tax relief, not less. So this bill
fails in the second basic test, and that
is because it creates a major hole in
the deficit.

The third test is whether this is truly
an open bipartisan process. Here no one
can say with a straight face that the
answer is yes. The majority, the Re-
publicans, are using reconciliation,
which is by definition a partisan proc-
ess. There is no real opportunity for
open debate or hearings or amend-
ments. The amendments are all con-
trived under the reconciliation restric-
tions.

Does anyone here believe that at the
end of the day the majority leader is
not going to offer a new bill at the
eleventh hour with no time to debate,
where we vote up or down, which will
be the final product that we are being
asked to approve?

So on all three tests this bill coming
out of the Budget Committee fails. But
then it goes beyond that. There was a
late addition in the Senate Finance
Committee that repealed the indi-
vidual mandate under the Affordable
Care Act. Now, quite frankly, one
would wonder how would that ever get
put into a tax bill? Why would this be
put into a tax bill? The Congressional
Budget Office tells us that it will add
13 million Americans to the uninsured
rolls by 2027. These 13 million individ-
uals will not be able to get access to
quality healthcare. If they run into a
major health episode, they are going
either to have to sell all of their assets
or go into bankruptcy or be denied
care. I think we should be concerned
about those 13 million. In addition,
these individuals who don’t have
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health insurance and don’t have a doc-
tor end up in emergency rooms for
care, which is more expensive. Guess
who pays the bill? We all do. We pay
for it through higher hospital rates.
Those of us who have insurance and
who pay our bills are going to be pay-
ing for those who don’t pay their bills.
So the fact that we are eliminating the
individual mandate doesn’t just affect
13 million people. It does affect those
13 million, and it affects all of us who
will be paying more through cost shift-
ing.

Quite frankly, what is really aggra-
vating is that it is in the bill getting
scored as a tax savings—as more rev-
enue coming in. It is more revenue
coming as we spend less on healthcare
subsidies, less on Medicaid, and the bill
spends that money. So we are using
cuts to middle-income families in
healthcare to finance permanent tax
relief for businesses in this country.
Where are our priorities? That makes
no sense whatsoever.

There are individual changes that are
being recommended in this bill that
are going to have very dire con-
sequences. I will just mention one. I
spent a good deal of my life in public
office at the State level, and I believe
very much in federalism. I believe that
State legislators are trying to do what
is right for their taxpayers as we are
trying to do what is right for the same
taxpayers. Federalism says that we re-
spect each level of government, but by
eliminating the State and local tax de-
ductions, we are telling taxpayers that
they have to pay taxes on taxes, that
we don’t respect our State and local
governments, and that you can no
longer deduct your State taxes or local
property taxes. Again, that is an insult
to the Constitution and to federalism.
It also, by the way, will hurt tax-
payers.

In my own State, almost 50 percent
of Marylanders use the State and local
tax deductions. If the Senate bill be-
comes law, all of them will lose that
ability to deduct State and local taxes
on their Federal income tax returns. It
will affect the ability of our States and
local governments to finance the nec-
essary functions of government, wheth-
er it is to keep people safe or whether
it is to provide schools for our children.

I heard from people this last weekend
from different charitable groups who
told me that if the Senate bill becomes
law, it will have a dramatic impact on
private giving, because under the Sen-
ate bill, only 5 percent of the taxpayers
in this country will be able to get a tax
deduction from charitable contribu-
tions. Think about that for one mo-
ment.

We pride ourselves in the services
that are provided by the private sector,
services in healthcare, education, so-
cial services, and the arts. All of that
depends on the generosity of private
givers. Yet we are saying that only 5
percent of the population in this coun-
try will have any tax incentive to give
charitable gifts. That will have a major
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negative impact on charitable con-
tributions.

Then, there is the value of the credit
that we have out there for economic
growth. I am very proud of the public-
private partnerships we have in Mary-
land. I am sure my colleagues are
proud of those public-private partner-
ships in Pennsylvania and in every
State in this country, but the credits
we give are going to be worth a lot less
if the Senate bill becomes law, making
it much more difficult to put together
a venture that can redevelop vulner-
able communities around our Nation.

Let me just add one or two points be-
fore yielding the floor. What I think we
all want to accomplish in tax reform is
to have a tax code that is simpler and
is predictable. That is not happening
with the bill that is being rec-
ommended by the Budget Committee.

So many provisions are temporary. It
is a partisan process. It doesn’t sim-
plify the Tax Code, and there certainly
is not going to be predictability on pro-
visions that have sunset termination
dates.

The final bill could even be much
worse. As I said, the bill coming out of
the Budget Committee that is getting
all this attention is certainly not going
to be the bill that we vote on at the
end of the day—sometime, as I have
been told. It could be as early as to-
morrow. It is going to be a different
bill.

It is being negotiated now in closed
sessions with Republicans meeting,
trying to get their last couple of votes.
We don’t know what the changes will
be, but at the end of the day, we know
we are going to be presented with a dif-
ferent bill. But that is not going to be
the final bill because then it will go to
the House and there will be additional
changes. There are measures in the
House that have many of us upset, such
as this: Are we not able to deduct med-
ical expenses if we have an extraor-
dinary need in the family? In the House
bill you cannot deduct those expenses.
Student loan interest costs cannot be
deducted in the House bill. Are they
going to end up in the final vote we are
going to be called to vote upon in the
Senate?

One thing is clear. The bill is only
going to get worse and get more expen-
sive, and it is going to cause greater
damage to an already too-large deficit.

There is a better way. There is a bet-
ter way, and that is true bipartisan-
ship. Let’s come together and work to-
gether.

I am very proud of the work I have
done here in my career in the Senate
and the House. In the House I worked
with then-Congressman PORTMAN, and
the two of us worked together with
stakeholders to change our retirement
policies for retirement savings. We
were able to get bills not only enacted
but made permanent. Even though we
didn’t have the political support of our
leadership, we had the support of the
American people, we had a bipartisan
process, we used all of the stake-
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holders, and we came to good policy
changes. More people have retirement
savings as a result of those efforts.
That is the type of effort we need to
put on for tax reform—Democrats and
Republicans working together so we
can have a predictable tax code moving
forward.

There is a better way for job growth
in this country. I heard my Republican
friends say this bill will create up to a
million jobs—$1.5 to $2 trillion creating
1 million jobs?

We had a bill in the last Congress
that we could revise immediately to
take the repatriation funds—that is
the corporate money that is locked
overseas—and bring it back here. I will
submit an amendment to the Senate
Finance Committee to try to get this
done. A couple hundred billion dollars
could come back into this country. We
could wuse that for infrastructure,
which creates 4 to 5 million jobs for a
fraction of the cost. We could do much
better in job creation than spending
this type of money for the type of jobs
that are predicted.

I started by saying I thought one of
the guiding principles is to help mid-
dle-class families. This bill doesn’t do
it. Let’s join together, Democrats and
Republicans, and do what is right for
middle-income taxpayers in this coun-
try.

I yield the floor.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The Senator from New York.

Mrs. GILLIBRAND. Mr. President, I
rise to speak about the tax plan we will
be voting on tomorrow, likely in the
middle of the night, and definitely
without much needed debate, over-
sight, and transparency, as it should
have.

I think everyone in this Chamber
agrees we need to fix our tax system so
it doesn’t create so much difficulty for
the working families in our States. If
this bill actually did that, it would be
real reform, and it would be bipartisan.
However, this plan does not seek any-
thing close to the type of relief regular
working people need. Instead, what it
does is this: It pays back wealthy do-
nors and lobbyists through corporate
welfare, and it does this at the expense
of the middle class. In other words, this
is a blatant attempt to take millions of
families’ hard-earned money and hand
it over to rich corporations on the For-
tune 500 list.

If the Senate actually goes ahead and
passes this bill, corporations and the
wealthiest 1 percent of income earners
will get massive and permanent tax
cuts, and it will blow a $1.5 trillion
hole into our deficit. Make no mistake,
3 months from now, Republican leader-
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ship will use that new, massive deficit
as the reason to cut Social Security,
Medicare, and Medicaid.

Why are Republicans in Congress so
determined to provide massive cor-
porate welfare? Listen to this actual
quote from one Republican Member of
Congress, which will tell you every-
thing you need to know about whom
this tax plan is really for. He said: My
donors are basically saying, ‘“‘Get it
done or don’t ever call me again.”

This is Washington’s culture of soft
corruption at its absolute worst. Now,
somehow after years of talking about
it, a massive tax bill has finally made
its way to the Senate floor and, after
all that talk, it doesn’t even help the
middle class. It does the exact oppo-
site.

Here is one very simple example that
sums it all up. This bill eliminates the
deduction for local and State taxes,
known as the SALT deduction, which
so many Americans need to help them
stay afloat. The SALT deduction pre-
vents hard-working families from being
double taxed on their income. It has
long been our policy that when workers
pay their State and local taxes, the
IRS doesn’t tax them twice on the
same income, but the Republican tax
plan now repeals this. In effect, this
plan would make it so you are taxed on
everything you make and then you will
be taxed again. Why? Because corpora-
tions need a big tax break and to pay
for the tax breaks for the richest
Americans.

In many cases, the SALT deduction
makes it possible for families to afford
to buy a home, which is usually a fam-
ily’s largest asset, and it Kkeeps the
value of this investment growing.
Eliminating the SALT deduction would
hurt New Yorkers, and it would hurt
millions of Americans. There is lit-
erally no other way to spin it.

When the details of this tax plan
were released, we started hearing a lot
of dredged up old talk about the sup-
posed virtues of trickle-down econom-
ics—the myth that if only corporations
had more money, it would help Amer-
ican families. Well, we have heard this
one before, and let’s not be fooled
again.

Let’s take a look at the state of
things right now. The biggest compa-
nies in America are flush with cash,
the stock market has never been high-
er, but cities, towns, and rural areas all
over my State have been hit hard over
and over again by companies that have
packed up and left for cheaper labor
and fatter profits abroad. So then why
would we reward them by giving them
yet another tax cut they don’t need
and will not go to their workers?

President Trump’s top economic ad-
viser recently asked a roomful of CEOs
to raise their hands if this extra cash
from the tax cut would get them to re-
invest in their communities. No more
than a handful of CEOs in the room
raised their hand. I know a lot of peo-
ple like to pretend otherwise, but is
that really a surprise to anyone here?
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In fact, several CEOs have said on the
record that instead of hiring more
workers or raising their pay, many
companies will reward shareholders
and not workers by increasing divi-
dends or buying back their own shares.

This plan could not be more mis-
guided because we should be rewarding
work, not shareholder value. Let me
put it another way. Just yesterday, the
Dow broke another record with a new
alltime high, and I am sure many CEOs
will get a massive bonus for that, but
what I want to know is this: When the
Dow broke that record, how many
workers on factory floors in Pennsyl-
vania or in New York saw their pay in-
crease? How many workers in grocery
stores saw their pay increase? How
many families in your State were given
big pay raises that reflected those his-
toric profits? I think we all know the
answer to that question.

In our economy today, even as cor-
porations are earning more money
than ever before, there is essentially no
benefit for families. The wealth does
not trickle down, and this tax plan
would make that problem even worse.

This tax plan helps the wrong people.
It helps the people and corporations
that don’t need any extra help right
now. It ignores the people who do. We
need to start rewarding work in this
country again, not doling out lavish
tax cuts for giant companies. I can’t
say this clearly enough to New Yorkers
and to hard-working Americans all
over this country: If you are not rich,
if you are just a regular hard-working
family, then there is a very good
chance you are going to take a big hit
if this bill passes.

I urge every one of my colleagues to
do what is right for families and oppose
this plan. Tax reform should never be a
partisan exercise, and we should all
agree that our goal should be to help
middle-class workers and their fami-
lies. So let’s pass a bill that actually
does that. Huge corporations do not
need our help. They are going to be
just fine. Instead, let’s finally start re-
warding work in this country again.

Mr. President, I yield the floor

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Jersey.

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. President, I
come to the floor today painfully
aware of the many reasons to oppose
this reckless, wasteful Republican tax
plan. It is a shame because I still be-
lieve we need smart tax reform that
puts working families and small busi-
nesses first and that prepares America
to compete in the 21st century, but
that is not what we will be voting on
this week.

We are voting on the Trump tax plan
this week—a plan Republicans hope to
ram through the Senate with a simple
majority vote, 51 votes. With 51 votes,
Republicans will raise taxes on mil-
lions of middle-class families and those
working to join the middle class. With
51 votes, Republicans will hand huge
tax cuts to big corporations with no
strings attached and no guarantees
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that workers will see higher wages.
With 51 votes, they will take
healthcare coverage away from 13 mil-
lion Americans and hike premiums for
everyone else. With b1 votes, they will
saddle our children and our grand-
children—like my new grandchild—
with another $1.5 trillion in debt.

Now, any one of these reasons is rea-
son enough to oppose the Trump tax
plan, but, for me, as the senior Senator
from New Jersey—a State of nearly 9
million people, a State with the eighth
most productive economy in America—
I cannot and will not support a tax bill
that reads like one giant hit job on
New Jersey’s middle class.

Just how bad is the Trump tax plan
for New Jersey? Well, take the House
version—which is a bill so awful that 11
out of 12 Members of Congress from
New Jersey voted against it, many of
them Republicans—take that plan and
make it worse in the Senate. The Sen-
ate bill is worse because it totally
eliminates the State and local tax de-
duction, otherwise known as the SALT
deduction.

Even President Trump’s external eco-
nomic adviser, Larry Kudlow, recently
said ending the SALT deduction will
hurt ‘“‘a lot of different people,” and a
lot of these people who will get hurt
live in States like New Jersey.

In 2015 alone, nearly 1.8 million New
Jersey households deducted a combined
$17 billion in State and local taxes
from their Federal tax bills, and over
1.6 million New Jersey homeowners
with sky-high property taxes deducted
nearly $15 billion that same year.
These taxpayers aren’t high rollers.
They are middle-class families who had
to work hard to achieve the American
dream. In fact, tax data tells us that 83
percent of New Jerseyans who claim
the State and local tax deduction make
under $200,000 a year, and about half of
those make under $100,000 a year. So
the families who get hurt live in every
corner of our State—from Ocean Coun-
ty, where it will cost taxpayers $1.3 bil-
lion, to Burlington County, where it
will cost taxpayers $1.37 billion, to Pas-
saic County, where it will cost tax-
payers $1.16 billion in deductions. That
is wrong. It is just plain wrong to ask
these hard-working families—folks who
weren’t born with a silver spoon in
their mouth, who had to work hard for
every dollar they have, who had to
fight their way into the middle class—
it is wrong to ask them to pay more
just so big corporations pay less, and
do so permanently, and those born to
multimillion-dollar inheritances pay
nothing at all.

Ending the State and local tax deduc-
tion will literally force New Jersey
families to pay taxes twice on the same
money, and rubbing salt in their
wounds is the fact that Republicans let
corporations keep on deducting their
State and local taxes on top of the
huge tax cuts lavished on them by the
Trump tax plan.

If protecting the State and local tax
deduction is so important for big cor-
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porations that make billions of dollars
a year, surely my Republican col-
leagues can imagine how important it
is for a middle-class family in a State
like New Jersey to keep it.

Quite frankly, I am sick and tired of
Congress treating States like New Jer-
sey as America’s piggy bank. My con-
stituents already pay too much in
taxes. New Jerseyans can’t afford to
subsidize the rest of America more
than we already do. Yet Republicans
now want to dig even deeper into the
wallets of New Jersey’s middle class
with the Trump tax plan. To borrow an
old phrase as you come into New Jer-
sey from the Lower Trenton Bridge:
“What New Jersey makes, the GOP
takes.”

Some have speculated that this tax
bill was designed to punish Americans
who live in so-called blue States. Cer-
tainly, I don’t know, but I wouldn’t put
it past an administration as cynical as
this one to punish States that voted
against Trump in the 2016 election, but
ultimately this isn’t about red States
or blue States. It is time we start call-
ing these States what they really are.
These aren’t blue States. They are
America’s blue-chip States. They are
America’s innovation States, Amer-
ica’s economic powerhouse States.

States like New Jersey are home to
millions of makers, not takers, and we
are proud of it, but our success didn’t
happen overnight. It didn’t happen by
accident. New Jersey’s success is predi-
cated on our priorities and our invest-
ments. New Jersey is a donor State
precisely because we invest in public
schools and higher education so New
Jerseyans continue driving innovation
in fields like biotechnology, agri-
culture, and medicine.

New Jersey is a donor State precisely
because we invest in mass transit and
infrastructure so workers can commute
to high-paying jobs, whether in New
York City or Philadelphia or in the fi-
nancial district in places like Jersey
City and Hoboken, and family and
friends in nearby States can easily
travel to the Jersey Shore.

New Jersey is a donor State precisely
because we invest in public health and
law enforcement because we are
stronger when we have safe commu-
nities and a healthy workforce. In fact,
the Fraternal Order of Police says end-
ing the State and local tax deduction
will hurt States’ ability to ‘“‘recruit the
men and women that keep us safe.”
That is their quote.

In short, New Jersey is a donor State.
We see the States ranked by their de-
duction, their per capita income, their
education rank. There is a correlation.
It is a donor State because we believe
in opening the doors of opportunity to
as many people as possible. That is how
a small State like New Jersey con-
tinues to punch above its weight eco-
nomically to the benefit of all Ameri-
cans and especially the Americans who
live in less productive States that are
more reliant on Federal spending.

For more than a century, the State
and local tax deduction has encouraged
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States to invest in education and infra-
structure and opportunity for all. It is
ironic that Republicans, who talk so
much about supporting the States,
want to single out those like New Jer-
sey, Virginia, and Massachusetts that
invest in the middle class. That is why
Senator CANTWELL and I will be intro-
ducing an amendment to protect the
State and local property tax deduction,
and I hope a majority of our colleagues
see the value in that.

For as long as I can remember, I
heard my colleagues on the Republican
side talk about protecting—not pun-
ishing—success. No matter how you
slice it, ending, limiting, or capping
State and local tax deduction is a mas-
sive tax on the success of States like
New Jersey.

The Trump tax plan will raise taxes
on millions of middle-class families
across America, not in a few years, not
in a decade—immediately.

I refuse to support a tax bill that en-
riches the few at the expense of the
many, that saddles our children with
trillions of debt, that sets the stage for
Republican cuts to Medicare, Medicaid,
and Social Security because when that
debt rises, the next thing we will hear
is we have to deal with the entitle-
ments—but not entitlements given to
corporations permanently—and that
punishes the success of millions of
hard-working, middle-class families in
States like New Jersey. That is not
something I am willing to do.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Colorado.

Mr. BENNET. Mr. President, I only
have a few minutes of time on the floor
so I want to be relatively brief.

I want to share with you a chart that
shows what is actually happening as a
result of this proposed tax bill. Here is
what is happening. There are 572,000
taxpayers. That is about half a million
taxpayers in America who are fortu-
nate enough to make more than $1 mil-
lion a year. As a result of this proposed
plan, they will receive $34 billion in tax
cuts. They will receive $34 billion in
tax cuts this year, next year, and the
year after that. That is an average tax
cut of roughly $59,000 a person. That is
$34 billion going to 572,000 taxpayers.

What about the middle-class people
the Republicans claim this bill is
about? There are 90 million taxpayers—
not half a million—90 million tax-
payers who make $50,000 or less. Do you
know what they get under this bill?
They don’t get $34 billion. By the way,
if you include the estate tax, that num-
ber is $39 billion, $40 billion. They get
$14 billion. That is an average tax cut
per taxpayer of $160 a year, and that is
in 2019. That is the best year these guys
have—after that, it goes negative—and
$160 a taxpayer is equivalent to $7.50 a
paycheck. So I suppose in 1 year, you
could say there is a $7.50 tax cut per
paycheck.

That doesn’t sound like a tax bill
that is a middle-class tax bill to me.
These are the tax cut levels under the
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Republican plan also in 2019. This is
the $59,000 number. If you are making
between $40,000 and $50,000, you get
$492. If you are making between $10,000
and $20,000, you get $48, and so on and
so forth.

There is nothing middle class about
this tax cut proposal. I was asked
today by somebody: How could these
Republicans go home and explain—in
the States Donald Trump won—how
could they explain they didn’t vote for
that tax bill, when I was saying: I
think we still have a chance to defeat
this tax bill. How can you say that?
How could somebody go home? I can’t
wait to go home to rural counties in
my State that voted 80 percent for
Donald Trump—75 percent for Donald
Trump—and tell them I voted against
this tax bill. My only regret is I will
not be able to tell them I voted against
it twice.

They are not stupid. People in Wash-
ington think that somehow by selling
something based on percentages or sell-
ing something based on rates, people
aren’t going to understand what is ac-
tually happening to their aftertax in-
come. My farmers and ranchers will
understand that. They voted for a guy
who said he was going to Washington
to drain the swamp. They voted for a
guy who said he was going to go to
Washington and not help the rich peo-
ple—or the rich, as the President says.
They voted for a guy who said he was
going to defend, support, and fight for
what he called the forgotten man.

It turns out that when the rubber
hits the road, we see the same movie
that was happening before he got
here—unless you want to argue that
the forgotten man is making more
than $1 million in an economy where
people at the top earn more of that
economy than they ever have, at least
since 1928. If you want to make that ar-
gument, you can. My farmers and
ranchers will not believe you. They
will not believe that argument. This is
a disgraceful bait and switch.

Wait until you have to tell them that
in order to make that tax cut for the
wealthiest people in America, you are
going to borrow the money from their
children. You are going to borrow the
money from the children of people here
to pay for the tax cuts at this end. You
are going to borrow the money from
teachers’ children, and police officers’
children, and firefighters’ children.
You are going to blow a $1.5 to $2.5 tril-
lion deficit. Today, J.P. Morgan came
out and said this will result in the larg-
est nonrecession deficit this country
has ever had since World War II. That
is what J.P. Morgan said.

We do have problems in this econ-
omy. In Colorado, we have problems be-
cause even though we have one of the
most dynamic economies in the coun-
try, middle-class families are still hav-
ing a hard time paying for early child-
hood education. They are having a hard
time paying for housing. They are hav-
ing a hard time paying for higher edu-
cation, which this bill makes even
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worse. They are having a hard time
paying for healthcare, which this bill
makes even worse. You can’t even
make it up. They are taking healthcare
away from 13 million Americans in a
tax bill, and the Congressional Budget
Office tells us that because of the tax
cuts they are producing for the
wealthiest Americans, there is going to
be an automatic cut to Medicare of $25
billion in January.

So I say, let’s go after those 80 per-
cent Trump counties and 70 percent
Trump counties in Colorado and have a
debate. They are not going to like what
is in this plan. They will hate what is
in this plan. It is the opposite of what
they were told they were voting for.

I would implore my colleagues—be-
fore I yield the floor—that we stop
this. Let’s stop this bill. This bill
doesn’t deserve to be on the floor of the
Senate. It is a disgrace. There was not
a single hearing in the committee of
jurisdiction—the Finance Committee—
about this bill. There was not one hear-
ing about a bill that touches every re-
cess of our economy. It touches every
household in our economy.

It has been 31 years since we did tax
reform, and back then we did it right,
in a bipartisan way. This time, we
don’t even have the decency to have a
single hearing so the American people
can hear what is in this bill and make
a judgment about whether it is a good
bill or not a good bill.

I am telling you, I know what they
are going to say when they know what
the details are. We should stop this,
and we should work in a bipartisan
way.

My colleague from Florida is on the
floor. I know how important the child
tax credit is to him and my colleague
from Utah. It is important to me too.
That is the basis for a deal.

I believe the corporate rate is not
competitive with the rest of the world.
That is the basis for a deal, but bor-
rowing money from middle-class tax-
payers to finance $34 billion in tax cuts
for 572,000 people is not a basis for a
deal.

The American people are not going to
be fooled by this. They are too smart
for this.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
GARDNER). The Senator from Florida.

Mr. RUBIO. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I be allowed to
enter into a colloquy with my col-
league, the Senator from Utah.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. RUBIO. Mr. President, I hope
that in tax reform, we will try to do
what we should do in all of our policies;
that is, come up with ideas that are
both pro-growth and pro-worker.

There are a lot of good things in this
tax bill, but we need to make it better.
We can make it more pro-growth and
more pro-worker. Senator LEE from
Utah and I have a plan that helps us
move in that direction. I will describe
it briefly, and I want him to have the
opportunity to weigh in on this as well.
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On the pro-growth side, it is about
becoming more globally competitive,
and we do so by lowering the current
corporate tax rate. The current cor-
porate tax rate in the United States is
35 percent; we would reduce that to 22
percent. Now, the current bill has it at
20, but 22 percent is just as competitive
as 20. Here is why. Just like the cur-
rent bill, it would be lower than the
global average rate of 23 percent. Just
like the current bill, it would move us
from last place to third place among
the G7 countries. So it is just as pro-
growth. It makes us just as competi-
tive, but it allows us to do the pro-
worker reform that we desperately
need.

Here is what it allows us to do. It al-
lows us to change the child tax credit
in the current bill to help working fam-
ilies even more. No. 1, it would make it
fully refundable up to the amount you
pay in payroll tax. No. 2, it would
eliminate the marriage penalty, mean-
ing you pay more in taxes if you are a
married couple than you do if you are
an individual. No. 3, it would index the
tax credit to chained CPI, which basi-
cally means that as inflation grows and
the cost of living goes up, the credit
doesn’t lose its value because it doesn’t
g0 up.

The one thing I want to emphasize is,
Who does this help? I have had some
people in the past and even today ask:
Why are you doing this? This is like
welfare.

I find that offensive. I find it offen-
sive not because I am offended by peo-
ple who need the help and are in the
safety net program because they have
come upon difficult times but because
the people we are trying to help are not
on government assistance. They are
workers. You have to work to get this
credit. In essence, the credit applies
against their tax liability, be it payroll
tax or income tax. A lot of people who
are working don’t make enough money
to be paying a lot of income tax, but
they pay up to 15.3 percent of what
they make in payroll tax. It is their
primary tax liability, and if you don’t
allow the credit to apply toward that,
you are not helping them.

Who are they? Who are the kinds of
people we are talking about? In es-
sence, who are these workers? Well,
this chart tells you who they are. They
are the waitresses making about $20,000
a year. They are not fully benefiting
from this credit right now. If we do it
the way Senator LEE and I are talking
about doing it, they would. They are
the home health aides. They are the of-
fice clerks. They are the welders mak-
ing $35,000 a year. They are the truck-
drivers. They are the nurses. They are
the firefighters making $48,000 a year.
These are working people, the back-
bone of our country, the ones who have
been left behind for over three decades
because no one fights for them. They
have been ignored and disrespected in
our public policy, and they are not ac-
counted for in this bill. They are rais-
ing families, our future taxpayers. It
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costs money to raise a family. The
more children you have, the more ex-
pensive it is. Our Tax Code should rec-
ognize that, and we make a reasonable
proposal in that regard.

Now I would like to turn to Senator
LEE and ask him to expound on the im-
portance of this for America’s workers
and why, if we are truly going to have
a pro-worker reform, the expansion of
the child tax credit and applying it to-
ward the payroll tax the way we have
described is essential.

Mr. LEE. Mr. President, I am grate-
ful to my colleague, the distinguished
Senator from Florida, for his work on
this issue.

He noted a couple of issues that we
focus on in this amendment. He noted,
among other things, the marriage tax
penalty. That is a more obvious defect
within our Tax Code. There is another
defect he also mentioned that doesn’t
get as much play as it should. It
doesn’t get as much play, especially
considering the amount of damage it
does. It is called the parent tax pen-
alty.

Here is how it works. We have Amer-
ican parents from one end of the coun-
try to the other who are essentially
propping up and securing the future of
our senior entitlement programs, not
just once but twice and in a pretty un-
fair way. They prop up Social Security
and Medicare two times—first, as they
pay their taxes, and secondly, as they
incur the substantial costs associated
with child-rearing and thereby prop up
and secure Social Security and Medi-
care.

Social Security and Medicare are
paid for on a pay-as-you-go basis. Many
of today’s workers pay for the benefits
of today’s retirees. Today’s children
are tomorrow’s workers who will, in
turn, be working to pay the taxes to
fund the Social Security and Medicare
retirement benefits of today’s workers,
who will be tomorrow’s retirees.

Those costs add up over time. Ac-
cording to one very lowball estimate—
an estimate that doesn’t include a lot
of things that it probably should, such
as education, higher education, and so
forth—a family raising three children
can reasonably expect to incur $700,000
in child-rearing costs as they raise
their three children. Those three chil-
dren are going to go on to be tomor-
row’s workers, paying the Social Secu-
rity and Medicare benefits for today’s
workers, tomorrow’s retirees. This is
important.

We need to end the marriage tax pen-
alty. We also need to end this parent
tax penalty. The best way to do that is
to make sure that we increase the child
tax credit up to $2,000, as the current
Senate proposal would do, but just as
importantly, we need to make that
sum refundable up to $2,000, up to the
total amount of taxes paid, including
payroll tax liability—in other words,
up to 15.3 percent of earnings. If we do
this, it is not going to end the parent
tax penalty altogether, but it is an im-
portant first step.
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I also want to echo something said by
Senator RUBIO a moment ago, and I
think it is worth mentioning. This is
not a handout. This is not a welfare
benefit. This is money they are mak-
ing. It is not welfare when you say that
the government’s not going to take
away something that you have worked
hard for, that you have earned.

We should at least be doing that for
those people who are America’s ulti-
mate, most important entrepreneurial
class, America’s most cherished group
of investors. The most important in-
vestment decisions are not necessarily
those made around the boardroom.
They are made at the altar. They are
made in delivery wards in hospitals
throughout America. They are made
when a couple says ‘I do” and they
agree to raise children. Those are the
investors we need to be encouraging
and certainly not punishing.

We can fix this problem. We need to
do it by passing the Rubio-Lee amend-
ment and increasing refundability so
that we can all benefit from this and so
that America’s families can stop being
punished as a result of the interaction
between our Tax Code and our senior
entitlement programs.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Virginia.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I come
to the floor today to join other col-
leagues from both sides of the aisle to
talk about this tax debate. We don’t do
tax reform nearly enough here in the
United States. It seems we have taken
it on about every 35 years whether we
need to or not. But if there is one les-
son we have learned from previous tax
reform efforts, it is that while they can
do a lot of good, they can also do a lot
of harm.

I have to start by expressing my ex-
traordinarily deep frustration with the
process we have gone through. Today
we are considering a bill that was
drafted in secret, designed with more
gimmicks and loopholes than I have
ever seen, and is being rushed through
the process without input from all of
us on this side of the aisle and without
even appropriate analysis of its true fi-
nancial impact.

In many ways, to quote the Presi-
dent, what got us here is the worst of
Washington. If you want to see swamp
101, look at the process of this tax bill.
It is a 300-page tax bill that was re-
leased on the eve of a holiday weekend,
only days before it was marked up in
committee. Over a 4-day markup, two
significant rewrites of this bill were
presented. One consisted of over 100
pages of changes, and a second was re-
leased a mere 30 minutes before Mem-
bers were asked to vote on its myriad
of provisions. Now, less than 2 weeks
later, we are considering that bill or a
variation of it on the Senate floor. We
are voting to proceed to the bill later
today and then maybe on amendments
tomorrow, before we even have any
analysis from JCT.

We know that near the end of the de-
bate on the floor, another bill will
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magically appear from the majority
leader’s office without any time for
those of us who want to do tax reform
to have a chance to genuinely review
or analyze its provisions. I believe it
makes this process enormously dis-
honest.

I know my friend from Delaware has
just come on. I will speak quickly be-
cause I know he will raise some of
these same concerns.

One of the things I have been most
involved with since I have been here in
the Senate is trying to grapple with
our Nation’s overwhelming debt. We
are a country that has run up close to
$20 trillion in debt, and both sides—
both sides—have been a party to that
over the last 70 years.

But what I have heard from col-
leagues on both sides of the aisle is
that when you are in that deep of a
hole, you ought to stop digging, and
that we need to make sure that if we
are going to do tax reform, we do it in
a fiscally responsible way.

This legislation is the absolute oppo-
site of any kind of fiscal responsibility
under anybody’s guideline. It starts
with a $1.5 trillion acknowledgement
that that money will somehow magi-
cally appear through magical growth.
But when you peel that away a little
bit, it is bad enough that it is not real-
ly $1.5 trillion in additional debt that
we are adding, the real number is $2.2
trillion. Let me tell you why. Off of the
over $1.4 trillion of additional debt that
is added, that alone will generate more
than $230 billion of additional interest
payments over the next decade, raising
the cost of the bill from over $1.4 tril-
lion to roughly $1.7 trillion. And then,
in an effort that really takes the cake
in a place where both sides have been
known to use gimmicks, this legisla-
tion includes 37 different expiring pro-
visions—provisions that are popular,
provisions that a number of my col-
leagues have said give middle-class tax
relief. The interesting thing is, all of
these provisions are due to expire in 5
to 6 years, within the 10-year window.

Rather than acknowledging the true
costs of the bill, what people have said
is, we know what we are going to cre-
ate. We are going to create a whole new
series of fiscal cliffs, in the neighbor-
hood of $500 billion, that the expecta-
tion will be that it will become so pop-
ular that Congress will go ahead and
have to extend these provisions, again,
without paying for them.

In terms of gimmicks, don’t take my
word for it; you only need to listen to
the words of the President’s own OMB
Director, Mick Mulvaney, who recently
acknowledged that the tax bill had a
lot of gimmicks to it. Well, if we add
that over $500 billion and the $230 bil-
lion of additional interest and the $1.4
trillion that we start with, what we are
talking about today is a $2.2 trillion
addition to our debt.

All my friends who for years have
stood with me on the floor of this Sen-
ate and spoken out against adding this
additional burden to our Kkids and
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grandkids, I hope they will take a mo-
ment and rethink their support for this
legislation.

Some have asked: Well, how will this
get paid for? I believe there might be
some dynamic growth. I believe there
might be some addition from some
smart tax reform that would add to the
growth of our economy but nothing
near what this bill assumes. In fact, it
is even worse than that in certain
ways. Not only will this add over $2
trillion to our debt and deficit, but we
have even had the audacity of the Sec-
retary of the Treasury, Mr. Mnuchin,
who said that this bill is going to be so
good for our economy, it is going to de-
crease our debt by $1 trillion. Yet there
is no responsible budget projection of
any economist from left to right that
makes any Kkind of assumption that
would make that kind of prediction
true at all. And, if we go back and look
in recent American history, when you
pay for tax cuts with borrowed money,
you end up with a pretty bad situation.

Many of my friends on the other side
of the aisle like to cite Ronald Reagan.
I think President Reagan was a great
President, in many ways. President
Reagan’s 1981 tax cut did provide a
short-term stimulus, but then that
stimulus ran out and our debt and defi-
cits grew dramatically, and President
Reagan himself had to raise taxes in
1982 and 1984.

Likewise, again, President Bush, in
2001, inherited a surplus. He promised
to give the magic of tax cuts that
would grow our economy. Instead, we
ended up with very little job growth
and a debt and deficit now that is rap-
idly approaching the full size of our
economy.

When we look at the scoring of the
effects of this kind of tax cut, we see
that the Tax Policy Center did a dy-
namic score, saying: How can we build
in growth that would come from a tax
cut? They said again that this bill
would cost $1.5 trillion.

The Penn-Wharton Budget Model—
again, an organization that is well re-
spected by both sides of the aisle—did a
dynamic score on this legislation as
well. Again, they are saying the bill
would still cost $1.5 trillion.

Congress’s official scorekeeper, the
group that we look to for outside ad-
vice, the Joint Committee on Tax-
ation—we are rushing this bill through
so quickly that we have not even al-
lowed our official scorekeeper to come
up with a score.

This is not the way to do a once-in-
a-generation tax reform process.

The truth is, when you do a tax cut
with borrowed money, in periods simi-
lar to where we are right now—rel-
atively full employment—there is no
historical precedent at all in which you
will see any kind of economic growth.

Again, don’t take my word for it.
Alan Greenspan, the respected Fed
Chair, pointed this out just within the
last 2 weeks: Tax cuts paid for with
borrowed money do not provide the
kind of growth that this budget
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projects and that this tax reform bill
projects.

I could go through a whole litany of
other concerns with this legislation. I,
for one, believe we do need to do inter-
national tax reform. I, for one, believe
we need a corporate tax rate that is
more competitive. I, for one, believe we
need repatriation and we need to bring
back tax profits that have gone abroad.
But we have seen analyses recently
that show that this legislation may ac-
tually increase the amount of Amer-
ican jobs that are pushed overseas, for
example, because of the average of tax
rates in their so-called territorial sys-
tem, where a company can go ahead
and build that factory in a relatively
high tax State, move their intellectual
property to a tax haven like the Cay-
man Islands, average out the tax bill
combined, and end up paying our coun-
try nothing and, at the same time, con-
tinue to see job loss around our coun-
try.

There are a group of us—close to 17 of
us, and many of them are my col-
leagues who are on the floor today—
who came together yesterday and said
to our Republican colleagues: Time out
for a few minutes. We will work with
you to do a responsible tax reform ef-
fort. We share many of the same goals.
But, unfortunately, the process we are
going through here today—to reach
some kind of arbitrary Christmas
present for the President—is not the
way we ought to be doing responsible
tax reform.

I hope my colleagues will reconsider.
I hope they will take the offer of the 17
of us who said that we will look at cor-
porate tax reform, we will look at
lower rates, we will look at repatri-
ation, we will look at ways to make
businesses more competitive, and join
with us to do this in a way in which we
can all be proud. If we are going to do
tax reform only once every 30 or 35
years, we sure as heck owe the Amer-
ican people a product that we can all
be proud of, not a product that is
rushed through with one party only
and that, at the end of the day, will
leave our kids and grandkids paying
the bill for decades to come.

With that, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Delaware.

Mr. CARPER. Mr. President, 9 years
have passed since I first joined the Sen-
ate Finance Committee. For each of
those 9 years, I have looked forward to
working on tax reform. In the House of
Representatives, a million years ago, I
had the privilege of working on tax re-
form legislation led by President
Reagan, led by Tip O’Neill, Dan Ros-
tenkowski, Bill Bradley, Bob Pack-
wood, and others, which actually
worked. It got us where we wanted to
go, with lower rates and a more sim-
plified code.

Tax reform takes time. It takes a lot
of energy and a lot of effort. There is a
lot of give and take. When we did that
in 1986, the Congress took 2 years of
public hearings, 2 years of meetings,
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and 2 years of bipartisan negotiations.
The idea that a permanent and endur-
ing tax reform plan today can come to
fruition in mere weeks is what they
call in my State ‘‘the triumph of [a
man’s] hope over experience.”

Any tax legislation that is purely
partisan, written in the dark, and
rushed to the finish line is bound to be
poorly designed and riddled with inad-
vertent errors. A flawed process results
in a flawed product.

When considering any tax policy, I
look at it through a prism of 4 ques-
tions: No. 1, is it fair? No. 2, does it fos-
ter economic growth or impede it? No.
3, does it simplify the Tax Code or
make it even more complex? And No. 4,
is it fiscally responsible? Those are the
four questions. Unfortunately, the Re-
publican tax reform plan fails the test
on, sadly, all four of these questions.

According to the nonpartisan—we
just heard this from the Senator from
Virginia—Congressional Budget Office,
this plan would actually increase taxes
on millions of Americans, beginning
next year. By 2019, the CBO found that
Americans earning less than $30,000 a
year will be worse off under this tax
bill. By 2021, Americans earning less
than $40,000 will be worse off. By 2027,
most Americans earning less than
$75,000 a year will be worse off, not bet-
ter. In fact, within 10 years, more than
three-quarters of the tax cuts in this
bill will go to the richest 5 percent of
Americans. Think about that. Within
the next 10 years, more than three-
quarters of the tax cuts in this bill will
go to the richest 5 percent of Ameri-
cans. In fact, almost two-thirds of the
tax breaks will go to the richest 1 out
of every 100 Americans. None of this
meets the reasonable definition, in my
judgment, of fair.

The second question is, Does it foster
economic growth or impede it? This
bill does little to foster economic
growth, and I fear, in the long run, it
will actually impair growth.

Last week, a survey of top econo-
mists—including economists from
across the political spectrum, as well
as Nobel Prize winners and former
presidents of the American Economic
Association—found that only 1 out of
43 experts believe this type of tax re-
form would boost economic growth—1
out of 43—just 1. The truth is, any eco-
nomic growth from this bill will be
swamped by the deficits it creates. I
will talk more about fiscal responsi-
bility in a moment, but an important
point here is that the increased na-
tional debt will be a huge drag on eco-
nomic growth.

More Federal borrowing means high-
er interest rates, which means it will
cost more for businesses, both large
and small, to borrow and finance in-
vestments. It will cost more for fami-
lies to take out a mortgage. It will cost
more to borrow for college.

No. 3, does it simplify the Tax Code?
One goal of tax reform is supposed to
be simplifying the Tax Code and reduc-
ing unpredictability and uncertainty.
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Unfortunately, this bill introduces new
and complicated provisions, for exam-
ples, new requirements to claim the
child tax credit and an awkwardly de-
signed tax deduction for passthrough
businesses. This will make it difficult
for Americans to file their taxes—more
difficult, not easier. As we learned ear-
lier this month from the Joint Com-
mittee on Taxation during consider-
ation of this bill in the Senate Finance
Committee on which I am privileged to
serve, this tax bill will actually make
the Internal Revenue Code regulations
longer, not shorter. Making the Tax
Code longer is not the key for sim-
plification.

A large part of the additional com-
plexity results from the enormous new
fiscal cliff created by this bill, which
makes tax policy unpredictable for
families and businesses. That point
brings me to my fourth question: Is it
fiscally responsible? This bill blows a
$1.5 trillion hole in the debt, and it will
be far costlier than that as the deficit
grows in years and decades to come.

With respect to the fiscal cliff I just
mentioned, almost all of the individual
tax provisions expire within 9 years. I
will say that again. Almost all of the
individual tax provisions expire within
9 years.

The bill’s increase in the standard de-
duction, the increase in the child cred-
it, the new tax break for passthrough
businesses, and most other provisions
affecting individuals will, under this
Republican bill, expire by the end of
2025. At the same time, the tax cuts for
large corporations in this bill are per-
manent.

Many of our friends on the other side
of the aisle are saying that all of these
individual provisions will be extended
and made permanent. Well, if that is
the case, why don’t they do it now? The
truth is extending these provisions
would dramatically increase the def-
icit, adding far more to the national
debt—more than the $1.5 trillion this
bill already adds.

Making the individual provisions
temporary and the corporate tax cuts
permanent is, at bottom, an elaborate
attempt to have our cake and eat it
too. At best, making the individual
provisions expire is, simply put, an
elaborate scheme to hide the true cost
of this tax bill, obscuring the fact that
this bill would add much more to the
debt, possibly twice as much as the $1.5
trillion that has been admitted and ad-
vertised.

At worst, making the individual tax
provisions expire is a sneaky way to in-
crease taxes on American families, all
in order to pay for a permanent and ex-
pensive corporate tax cut. Either way,
the result is unconscionable and an af-
front to fiscal responsibility.

Let me just conclude by noting that
it doesn’t have to be this way. Instead
of rushing ahead with a partisan prod-
uct that haphazardly remakes the
American economy, there are many
areas where Democrats and Repub-
licans could work together on tax re-
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form. I talked about a couple of those
yesterday in a press conference that
Senator WARNER alluded to, and one of
those areas is the standard deduction. I
have supported a proposal to double
the standard deduction, which would
simplify filing for a lot of taxpayers.

Another area where we could find
common ground is the corporate rate. I
think many of our Democratic col-
leagues would agree with me and with
others that business tax rates should
be reformed to ensure that American
businesses remain competitive with
our global trading partners. And while
lowering the rate from 35 percent to 20
percent may be too low—and, I think,
fiscally irresponsible—a more sensible
and modern proposal would bring both
Democrats and Republicans together.
There has to be a rate somewhere be-
tween 25 percent and 35 percent on
which we could come together.

Another area for common ground is
the child tax credit. The bill increases
the child tax credit but fails to deliver
the benefits to the middle- and work-
ing-class families who need it the most.
A Dbetter tax reform proposal would
have reformed the child tax credit to
be fully refunded and, just as impor-
tant, permanent, so that lower income
families could benefit from it as well.

Despite these many areas of bipar-
tisan agreement, our Republican col-
leagues’ partisan rush to the finish line
leaves us with no room for negotiations
on a plan that blows a $1.5 trillion hole
in our debt while actually increasing
taxes on millions of Americans begin-
ning next year.

In closing, President Trump made
three promises when he ran for Presi-
dent, when he was nominated for Presi-
dent, and when he was sworn in to of-
fice as President. One of those is he
didn’t want a tax reform proposal that
helped people like him—the wealthy.
That is not what he wanted to do. No.
2, he wanted to make sure that we put
money back into the pockets of hard-
working families. A lot of middle-in-
come families would benefit from tax
reform. That is what he wanted. And he
said that he wanted to simplify the Tax
Code. The Democrats are all-in on tax
reforms that keep those three prom-
ises. But from what we know about the
legislation before us this week, this
plan does almost nothing to fulfill the
President’s three promises.

I join my colleagues today in urging
Republicans to slow down, work with
Democrats on a plan that is actually
fair, actually fiscally responsible, and
that encourages economic growth and
job creation and simplifies the Tax
Code.

I will close with an African proverb
that I mentioned yesterday: If you
want to go fast, travel alone. If you
want to go far, travel together.

We need to travel together, and if we
do, we will go far, and, frankly, we will
lift with us the economy of this coun-
try and families who need our help.

With that, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Florida.
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Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, we do
want to go far, and we need to travel
together. We have been trying to make
the case that, indeed, we do this in a
bipartisan way instead of being
jammed through in a partisan way.

I don’t think there would be a Sen-
ator in this Chamber that would not
want to help Puerto Rico, given the
fact that Puerto Rico is going through
the ravages of the aftermath of a hurri-
cane, where still today just under half
of the population in Puerto Rico does
not have electricity, and it is 3 months
after the hurricane. But we are going
to send another hurricane to Puerto
Rico if we pass this bill because of the
provisions that are so punitive to Puer-
to Rico in this tax bill.

In this tax bill, there is a 20-percent
penalty on businesses doing business in
Puerto Rico. It is just unbelievable, a
20-percent penalty on companies that
invest in Puerto Rico, causing one of
the daily newspapers on the island, El
Nuevo Dia, to state that 250,000 jobs
would leave the island just as a result
of that provision. That is not some-
thing we want to do to Puerto Rico. We
want to help Puerto Rico.

Unfortunately, that is not all. The
bill eliminates the section 199 manu-
facturing deduction for Puerto Rico,
specifically in the law to encourage
manufacturing in that island Common-
wealth, a territory of our fellow U.S.
citizens.

The bill also eliminates the rum
cover, which is how they get a rebate
for paying those excise taxes on the
production of Puerto Rican and U.S.
Virgin Islands rum. It is a means of off-
setting the cost of economic develop-
ment in those two territories, Puerto
Rico and the U.S. Virgin Islands.

This bill further fails to put Puerto
Rico residents on an equal footing with
those on the mainland by giving them
the same treatment on the earned in-
come tax credit and the child tax cred-
it.

First, the bill is so out of balance, to
begin with. But then, when you get
down to the specifics in so many of the
items—now, in this particular item af-
fecting Puerto Rico—this is not what
we want to do. Yet we are just about to
vote on this bill, and that is what is
going to happen. That is what is going
to happen in Puerto Rico.

I urge some of our Members to recon-
sider their vote.

I yield the floor.

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

———

MISSILE DEFENSE

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, for 20
years now, I have viewed the develop-
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ment and deployment of a layered bal-
listic missile defense shield as vital to
our national security. The experience
that we witnessed yesterday is some-
thing we have been talking about for a
long time that was going to happen.
Sometimes our DIA, or Defense Intel-
ligence Agency, has said it is going to
happen 5 years from now and then 4
yvears from now. The question is this:
When will North Korea have the capa-
bility of a weapon and delivery system
that would reach Washington, DC, or
any of the States of the United States?
The adversaries like North Korea are
developing ballistic missiles with in-
creasing range and accuracy. It is im-
portant for us in the Senate to commu-
nicate to the American people the
credible, grave, and immediate threat
that we face.

Today the world is more dangerous
than it has ever been before. I have
said so many times in the past that I
look wistfully back at the days of the
Cold War when things were predictable.
We had two superpowers. We Kknew
what they had, and they knew what we
had. It is not that way anymore. Every
time we have someone coming in to our
Defense Committee to testify, they
talk about the fact that North Korea is
not predictable. So we don’t know what
is going to happen and what they are
capable of doing.

I have been here on the floor on this
issue in 2001, 2009, 2012, and this will be
the third time this year. Over the last
30 years, we have witnessed our missile
defense programs go through dramatic
investment changes from administra-
tion to administration, depending on
who is President. Remember how ev-
eryone ridiculed President Reagan
about ‘“‘Star Wars,”” hitting a bullet
with a bullet. They felt that it was
pretty funny at that time. Right now,
everything he said that was going to
happen is happening and happened yes-
terday.

In 1993, they cut out of the Reagan
budget and from the Bush budget the
missile defense budget request for fis-
cal year 1994. They terminated the
Reagan-Bush Strategic Defense Initia-
tive Program and downgraded the na-
tional missile defense—this is all dur-
ing the Clinton administration—to a
research and development program
only and cut 5 years of missile defense
funding by 54 percent, from $39 billion
to $18 billion.

In 1996 they cut funding and slowed
the development of the THAAD pro-
gram—the THAAD program we are so
dependent on right now to defend
against an incoming missile in many
parts of the world with our allies. They
cut the Defense authorization bill,
which required accelerated develop-
ment.

In 1999 they delayed by at least 2
years our Space-Based Infrared System
satellites, designed to detect and track
missile launches, necessary to coordi-
nate with any effective national mis-
sile defense system.

Then along came Bush. By the end of
2008, the Bush administration had suc-
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ceeded in fielding a missile defense sys-
tem that was capable of defending all
50 States. During that period of time,
we had 44 ground-based defense sys-
tems in the United States. The Obama
administration cut that back down,
but the Bush administration wanted a
system that would take care of all 50
States.

Here is the problem, though. All of
our ground-based systems were on the
west coast—in Alaska and California—
so we didn’t have anything else. At
that time, they thought that was
where the threat was going to be, but
during the last years of the second
Bush administration, we realized that
we needed to do something about the
rest of the country—something about
the east coast—and something about
Western Europe.

We made a deal with the Czech Re-
public and Poland to have a ground-
based system in the Czech Republic and
Poland, along with the radar that was
necessary to operate it. I remember
that. I was there and had a conversa-
tion with Vaclav Klaus in the Czech
Republic.

He said to me: If we go along with
building this system, we are going to
incur the wrath of Russia, and it is
going to be very difficult for us. So can
you assure us, if we agree to do this,
that you will not pull the rug out from
under us?

I said: Certainly, we will not do that.
This is something that we are com-
mitted to doing.

The problem is that the first thing
that happened when the Obama admin-
istration came in was he pulled the rug
out from under them. So we found our-
selves vulnerable to, maybe, having
one shot at a defense system in the
eastern part of the United States and
in Western Europe.

Then, in April, there came the first
of the Obama defense cuts, which began
disarming America and dismantling
our layered missile defense system. Ad-
ditionally, due to President Obama’s
overall reduced budget request for de-
fense, there were not enough Aegis
ships or missiles to meet the demand
that was there.

Since Kim Jong Un took power in
2009, he has already conducted more
than 80 ballistic missile tests. That is
far more than his father and grand-
father conducted. North Korea has con-
ducted six nuclear tests of increasingly
powerful weapons. The latest test was
in September of this year. That bomb
had an explosive yield estimated to be
100 kilotons, which is almost 7 times
more powerful than the bomb that was
dropped on Hiroshima and as much as
11 times more powerful than what
North Korea tested in January of last
year.

In April of this year, at a Senate
Armed Services Committee hearing on
Policy and Strategy in the Asia-Pa-
cific, a panel of expert witnesses agreed
with me that North Korea currently
represents the most imminent threat
to our national security. On July 4 of
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this year, North Korea made a major
breakthrough with its first successful
ICBM launching. If it had been
launched on a standard trajectory, the
missile could likely have traveled up to
5,000 miles. That would have been
enough to have reached Alaska. On
July 28 of this year, North Korea tested
another ICBM. This missile dem-
onstrated the potential ability to reach
mainland U.S. targets with a nuclear-
armed ICBM.

Yesterday was the big day. Yester-
day, it finally happened. Yesterday,
North Korea proved that it could reli-
ably range the entire continental
United States with a test of its latest
developed and newest version of the
ICBM. It is important to remember
that all of this power is being wielded
by the erratic despot Kim Jong Un. We
don’t have the luxury of time. He has
stated that his goal—listen to this—is
to attain a nuclear-capable ICBM that
can annihilate the United States. Each
and every day, he gets closer to this
goal, and, yesterday, he proved that it
could be done.

Secretary Mattis confirmed the tech-
nical advances that were displayed in
yesterday’s test. The missile had 53
minutes of time in flight, and Mattis
confirmed that it had gone higher than
any previous shot they had ever taken.

David Wright, an analyst with the
Union of Concerned Scientists, wrote
that yesterday’s test indicates that
North Korea can now hold the United
States well within missile range.
Wright wrote: ‘“‘Such a missile would
have been more than enough range to
reach Washington, DC, and in fact any
part of the continental United States.”

When one talks about the real
threats that are out there, we now
know that even though people didn’t
believe it 20 years ago, 10 years ago, 5
years ago, it finally happened yester-
day. They have the range that could
reach the continental United States,
and they have proved that they have a
missile that can do that. The only ar-
gument they use is that this may not
have had a payload, that maybe they
couldn’t have done that with a pay-
load. Actually, it had that kind of a
range. That doesn’t give me much com-
fort. I really think that we are to the
point at which we have to recognize
that we are in the most threatened po-
sition we have been in as a nation, and
now it is a lot easier to believe that be-
cause we witnessed it yesterday.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. LEE).
The Senator from Montana.

——
TAX REFORM

Mr. TESTER. Mr. President, I have
long supported efforts to reform the
Tax Code—tax reform that gives a
break to working-class Americans and
small businesses so that they can cre-
ate more jobs and keep more of their
hard-earned money in their pockets,
tax reform that provides permanent,
long-term certainty for job-creating
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businesses and middle-class families so
that they can plan for the future, and
tax reform that doesn’t burden future
generations with loads of debt. Unfor-
tunately, the bill that we are going to
vote on this week is not tax reform.

The majority and the administration
can call this proposal whatever they
want, but from where I come from,
which is north central Montana, we
call it how we see it. This is a tax give-
away to the wealthy—a tax giveaway
that will cut taxes for the wealthiest
families while raising taxes on nearly
14 million middle-class Americans.
This tax giveaway benefits wealthy
out-of-staters at the expense of hard-
working Montanans. In fact, folks
making less than $30,000 a year will see
a tax hike in 2019, and folks making
less than $40,000 will see a tax hike in
2021. That pattern continues climbing
until every individual will see a tax
hike in 2025.

Why is this important?

We haven’t done tax reform in 30
years, and 2025 will be here tomorrow.
A tax break for the wealthiest will con-
tinue not only to add to our debt, but
it will continue to take money out of
the pockets of hard-working middle-
class families. All the while, the large
corporations will enjoy permanent tax
giveaways.

It doesn’t have to be like this, but
the majority has chosen, once again, to
write a bad bill in secret—no biparti-
sanship, no input from working fami-
lies, no regard for how this bill is going
to impact folks down the road. This tax
giveaway to the wealthy reeks of the
swamp, and it represents everything
that folks hate about Washington, DC.

So why are we rushing this process?

During the Reagan tax cuts in the
eighties, the House and the Senate
combined to hold over 20 committee
hearings before bringing a bill to the
floor. Why was there no public input in
this process today? Why aren’t we
waiting for final estimates from the
Joint Tax Committee to let us know
what the impacts will be? Why don’t
we know what the long-term impacts—
past the first 10 years—are going to be?
Why are we voting before we have anal-
ysis on what happens to those folks 12,
14, 16 years from now? Why are we vot-
ing on a bill before we have even had
time to read it?

There is an appetite in this Senate
for good tax reform—a tax bill that
will cut taxes for middle-class families
and small businesses and will not add
to the debt, a bill that will actually
drive our economy. I don’t understand
why folks in this body are rushing to
pass this tax giveaway that is going to
hurt the folks who need a tax cut the
most. This is not the first time we have
been down this road. Next year, nearly
one-third of our national debt will be a
direct result of the Bush tax cuts—over
$5.6 trillion. Yet here we are again, a
decade later, and we are about to make
the same mistake.

Most folks who serve in this body
will say that they came here to provide
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more opportunities for the next genera-
tion, that they came here to work on
bills and pass bills that will help our
kids and our grandkids succeed. I am
here to tell you that actions speak
louder than words. This bill saddles our
kids and our grandkids with even more
crushing debt by adding, at a min-
imum, $1.4 trillion to the debt. Why? It
is so that we can give tax giveaways to
the wealthy and big corporations and
so that some politicians can claim a
political victory. If you vote for this
bill, you are putting $1.4 trillion on the
credit card that our Kkids and our
grandkids are going to be forced to
pay. That is a fact. Where are the def-
icit hawks? Where have they flown?
My, how times have changed.

We can do better than this. Our kids
and our grandkids deserve better than
this. Hard-working families in this
country deserve better than this. We
need to do the right thing and pull this
bill from the floor and work together
in a truly bipartisan way to pass real
tax reform—get public input, get sup-
port from both sides of the aisle—and
get a bill that Democrats, Republicans,
and, as far as that goes, Independents
can support.

The truth is apparent. The other side
of the aisle doesn’t want to be bothered
by differences of opinion or public
input, so we end up with a poorly writ-
ten bill that doesn’t do what it is ad-
vertised to do. Let’s help businesses
create more jobs and raise wages, and
let’s make sure that hard-working
folks can keep more of their money in
their pockets. That is the kind of tax
reform that America deserves. Instead,
we are stuck with a partisan gimmick
that makes the rich richer while the
rest of us pay the bills.

I am voting no on this bill, and I am
voting no for Montana’s Kkids and
grandkids. I encourage my colleagues
to take a look at this bill, by the way,
that we don’t even have yet. Take a
look at it, what is there, and vote no to
avoid, at a minimum, a trillion and a
half dollars being added to our national
debt.

When I go home, one of the things
that folks ask of me is to work to-
gether—to work together and find bi-
partisan solutions. Don’t just cast off
those on the other side as being wrong.
Listen to them. Try to find that middle
ground. That hasn’t happened here
with this bill. Anything but that has
happened. We have a bill that has been
crafted by one party in secret and has
been put in front of us, and they have
said: Here. Take it or leave it. We don’t
even know the impacts of this bill, and
they don’t know the impacts of this
bill. Once this passes, it will be too
late. This is the most deliberative body
in the world. We ought to do a little de-
liberating and get some public input
and find bipartisan support and move
forward with a bill that works for
America.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oregon.
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Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, a num-
ber of Senators have been inquiring as
to what will happen next with respect
to the handling of the tax legislation.
My sense is that, in a relatively short
period of time, the Senate will be vot-
ing on the motion to proceed to this
legislation. I just want to take a couple
of minutes to talk about why I am
going to oppose the motion to proceed.

The fact is, right now, on a topic that
will involve $10 trillion worth of tax
policy changes—the biggest change in
the Tax Code in 31 years when the U.S.
Senate votes on the motion to pro-
ceed—we, essentially, will not know
yet what the Senate will be debating.
There are rumors; there are whispers,
but the fact is, as the ranking Demo-
crat on the Senate Finance Committee,
which has authority over taxes, I
haven’t seen the text of the bill that
we will actually be debating.

The bill seems to have changed prac-
tically every half hour. It has certainly
been a moveable feast for the super lob-
byists, but there are a couple things we
already do know. We know, for exam-
ple, it is not going to give a fair shake
to working families. What we have
talked about again and again in the
Senate is that the Senate leadership is
committed to a double standard with
respect to the American economy: tem-
porary breaks for the middle class—
they vanish in a few years—and perma-
nent breaks for those at the top.

We can do better than this. The mid-
dle class is responsible for 70 percent of
the economic activity in our economy.
They are the ones who buy the cars,
who buy the houses. They send kids to
childcare. Instead, many of them cer-
tainly fairly soon are going to be fur-
ther in the hole than they already are.

So this is a piece of legislation, both
on the substance, from the standpoint
of what my colleagues have been talk-
ing about in terms of the double stand-
ard—I mean, we already have in our
economy essentially two tax systems,
one for the cops, the nurses, auto-
workers, and timber workers. Their tax
system is compulsory. Their taxes
come right out of their paycheck.
There are no Cayman Island deals for
them. The people at the top pay what
they want when they want to. The re-
ality is, what it looks like we are going
to get—as I say, I don’t have the de-
tails—is going to make this work.

So a number of Senators have asked,
for example, about the passthrough
provisions, important to small busi-
ness. We don’t have the details on that.
We have Members who care about how
we are actually going to not rack up
hundreds of billions of dollars’ worth of
debt in the years ahead. Some Senators
have suggested that there be triggers. I
happen to think they are gimmicks in
all of the approaches I have heard.
They just don’t seem to add up. We
don’t have the details on that.

What we do know—and I know there
are several other Senators who would
like to speak—is, we have never had
negotiations in the Senate Finance
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Committee over the specifics of this
legislation or any other. We have never
had a legislative hearing. When Ronald
Reagan and Democrats got together in
1986, they had more than 20 of these
hearings.

I will just tell my colleagues in the
Senate, Bill Bradley, the former Knick
and basketball great who was on the
Finance Committee—and I like to kid
colleagues that he was another tall
Democrat on the committee with a
much better jump shot than I—he al-
ways would tell stories about how he
would fly across the country to meet
with Republicans to talk about the spe-
cifics of tax reform. Back then, Sen-
ators went to great lengths to talk to
each other about the specifics of tax re-
form. In this instance, the majority
hasn’t been willing to even walk down
the corridor of the Dirksen Senate Of-
fice Building to talk about the spe-
cifics of tax reform.

The Senate is better than this. I was
part of the bipartisan group yesterday,
and Senator DONNELLY, our colleague
from Indiana, really set out what be-
came an outpouring of good faith
among something like 17 Senators who
said we can find common ground here.
I happen to know we can find common
ground here because with two Sen-
ators, who happen to be very close to
the distinguished majority leader,
MITCH MCCONNELL, I wrote two full bi-
partisan Federal income tax reform
bills—my former colleagues, Senator
Gregg and Senator Coats.

We can do this. This is what the Sen-
ators said yesterday. We can find com-
mon ground. There is not a Senator
here who doesn’t agree that the Tax
Code is a rotting economic carcass. It
is a dysfunctional mess. Every single
Senator understands it is broken. Since
it has been 30 years since the last re-
form, there have been scores of changes
to the Tax Code that really cause as
much confusion as they do benefits. So
I know we can do this. That is what
Democratic Senators said yesterday.
They said we want to work together in
a group led by our colleagues Senator
MANCHIN and Senator KAINE, who
brought us together.

So we are going to vote, and I think
it is going to be soon, on a motion to
proceed. I would just tell Senators, as
of right now, we don’t yet know what
the Senate is going to be debating, and
on those crucial issues I just men-
tioned, we still don’t have any informa-
tion. Yesterday, the Joint Committee
on Taxation told me they hoped to
have what the Republicans said was
the essence of why their bill works: a
dynamic score of the tax legislation.
We haven’t seen that either.

I hope our colleagues will vote no on
the motion to proceed because I don’t
think it is too much to say that as Sen-
ators, when we are talking about going
to a bill that involves $10 trillion worth
of tax policy changes in the Senate, we
ought to know what the Senate will ac-
tually be debating.

I yield the floor.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Georgia.

Mr. PERDUE. Thank you, Mr. Presi-
dent.

When President Trump took office,
he said that job No. 1 this year was get-
ting the economy growing again. As a
business guy—I am going to speak very
quickly because I think the majority
leader is on the way down to the
floor—he said the first thing we had to
do to get the economy going were three
things: No. 1, pull back on the onerous
regulations. Well, so far this year 860
rules and regulations have been re-
versed. No. 2, he said we have to un-
leash our God-given energy potential.
So far, Keystone Pipeline, the Clean
Power Plan, and ANWR are underway.

Finally, we have to change the Tax
Code, and that is what we are here de-
bating this week. I am very optimistic
that this plan will absolutely put peo-
ple back to work, put money back in
their pockets, and make our American
economy and the people who partici-
pate in it competitive with the rest of
the world.

With that, I notice that the majority
leader is on the floor, and I yield back.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader.

———

TAX CUTS AND JOBS ACT—MOTION
TO PROCEED

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I
move to proceed to Calendar No. 266,
H.R. 1, and I ask for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The question is on agreeing to the
motion.

The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

The result was announced—yeas 52,
nays 48, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 284 Leg.]

YEAS—52
Alexander Flake Perdue
Barrasso Gardner Portman
Blunt Graham Risch
Boozman Grassley Roberts
Burr Hatch Rounds
Capito Heller Rubio
Cassidy Hoeven Sasse
Cochran Inhofe
Collins Isakson :ﬁz%y
Corker Johnson Strange
Cornyn Kennedy X
Cotton Lankford Sullivan
Crapo Lee T?‘{ne
Cruz McCain Tillis
Daines McConnell Toomey
Enzi Moran Wicker
Ernst Murkowski Young
Fischer Paul

NAYS—48
Baldwin Durbin Manchin
Bennet Feinstein Markey
Blumenthal Franken McCaskill
Booker Gillibrand Menendez
Brown Harris Merkley
Cantwell Hassan Murphy
Cardin Heinrich Murray
Carper Heitkamp Nelson
Casey Hirono Peters
Coons Kaine Reed
Cortez Masto King Sanders
Donnelly Klobuchar Schatz
Duckworth Leahy Schumer
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Shaheen Udall Warren
Stabenow Van Hollen Whitehouse
Tester Warner Wyden

The motion was agreed to.

———

TAX CUTS AND JOBS ACT

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
TILLIS). The clerk will report the bill.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
read as follows:

A bill (H.R. 1) to provide for reconciliation
pursuant to titles IT and V of the concurrent
resolution on the budget for fiscal year 2018.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader.

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that Senator
WYDEN or his designee be recognized to
offer a motion to commit the bill, the
text of which is at the desk. I further
ask that the time until 8 p.m. be equal-
ly divided between the leaders or their
designees; that at 8 p.m. the Senate
vote in relation to the motion to com-
mit with no intervening action or de-
bate; and that following the disposition
of the Wyden motion, the majority
leader be recognized.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The Senator from Oregon.

MOTION TO COMMIT

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, I call up
the motion that I have at the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the motion.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Oregon [Mr. WYDEN]
moves to commit the bill H.R. 1 to the Com-
mittee on Finance with instructions to re-
port the same back to the Senate in 3 days,
not counting any day on which the Senate is
not in session, with changes that—

(1) are within the jurisdiction of such com-
mittee; and

(2) eliminate provisions that would raise
taxes on millions of middle class taxpayers.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wyoming.

Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, this is a
historic day, as the Senate begins con-
sideration of tax reform that will help
boost America’s economy, create more
jobs, and leave more money in people’s
paychecks.

The House and Senate passage last
month of the fiscal year 2018 budget
resolution marked an important first
step toward tax relief for American
families and job creators that will
jump-start economic growth. The reso-
lution gave the Senate Finance Com-
mittee the headroom to come up with
comprehensive tax reform, and it in-
structed the Senate Energy and Nat-
ural Resources Committee to save $1
billion. Finance Committee Chairman
HATCH and Energy and Natural Re-
sources Committee Chairwoman MUR-
KOWSKI both deserve praise for devel-
oping legislative recommendations
that fit with the budget resolution’s
reconciliation instructions, and I
thank them for their efforts.

Yesterday, the Senate Budget Com-
mittee took the next step by com-
bining the legislative recommenda-
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tions from the Finance and the Energy
and Natural Resources Committees and
reporting the combined bill to the full
Senate for consideration. This put our
Nation one step closer to real tax re-
form while advancing American energy
security.

It is past time for us to act. A lot of
things have changed since the last
major tax reform in 1986, and unfortu-
nately our Tax Code hasn’t kept pace
with those changes. It is an outdated
mess that is hurting American workers
and holding back our economy. That is
why we need tax reform that will make
our system simpler and fairer and
allow people to keep more of what they
earn. The bill before us will do that. It
will help grow the economy, create
jobs, and ensure that hard-working
Americans aren’t missing available tax
relief.

This bill also will provide relief to
small, family-owned businesses. We
want to make sure that small busi-
nesses, which currently employ the
majority of the private sector in Wyo-
ming and are the backbone of our com-
munities all over the country, have the
opportunity to grow and provide more
jobs.

If you care about jobs, if you care
about American companies staying
here and being able to compete glob-
ally, then you should also care about
reforming our business tax system.
America has the fourth highest cor-
porate rate in the world. We need to
encourage companies to bring back
their overseas money to increase the
number of jobs here in the United
States. Lowering our uncommonly
high and uncompetitive business tax
rate would be one of the quickest ways
to solve the problem. It is time we
make America a more inviting place to
invest, to do business, and to create
jobs.

We heard a lot of rhetoric yesterday
in our committee meeting where we re-
ported this bill, and I expect we will be
hearing a lot more of the same argu-
ments over the next couple of days. So
I want to address some of the claims
made by my colleagues on the other
side of the aisle yesterday.

Several Members complained that
there have been zero hearings on this
reconciliation legislation and that this
has been a rushed process. Nothing
could be further from the truth.

The entire 2018 budget reconciliation
process has been open, transparent, and
subject to regular order, starting with
the passage of the Senate budget reso-
lution. The Senate Budget Committee
marked up the budget over 2 days and
accepted amendments from both sides
of the aisle to make the resolution
stronger. In fact, for the first time
ever, the minority was given a copy of
the chairman’s bill 5 days prior to the
start of the markup. According to
many of my colleagues, it was one of
the most transparent budget resolution
markups in history.

The budget resolution, complete with
the reconciliation instructions being
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used this week, was then debated on
the floor in an open process that al-
lowed every Senator the opportunity to
offer and vote on amendments to im-
prove the resolution before its final
passage. That set in motion the in-
structed committees’ process for pro-
ducing recommendations.

Over the last 6 years, the Senate Fi-
nance Committee has held 70 hearings
on how the Tax Code can be improved
and streamlined to work better for all
Americans.

BEarlier this month, the Senate Fi-
nance Committee held a 4-day markup
before finally approving tax reform leg-
islation designed to modernize our Tax
Code. The markup lasted 23 hours and
34 minutes over the course of those 4
days. Of the more than 350 amendments
filed, 69 were asked to be considered in
committee. An additional 35 amend-
ments, offered by both Democrats and
Republicans, were included in the final
bill reported out of committee.

On November 2, the Senate Energy
and Natural Resources Committee held
a hearing to receive testimony on the
potential for oil and gas exploration
and development in the so-called 1002
area of the Arctic National Wildlife
Refuge, or ANWR. On November 15,
after adopting a bipartisan amend-
ment, the committee approved, with
bipartisan support, legislation author-
izing responsible development in the
1002 area and meeting the $1 billion
reconciliation deficit reduction target.

Let me explain what we are talking
about. ANWR is 19.3 million acres. It is
about the size of South Carolina. The
1002 area is 1.57 million acres—about
the size of Delaware. The area within
1002 that we are talking about for de-
velopment is just 2,000 acres, which is
smaller than the Fargo, ND, airport.

When the Budget Committee met
yesterday, consistent with our respon-
sibility under the Congressional Budg-
et Act, we were only allowed to com-
bine the recommendations of the two
committees. We reported the combined
bill to the full Senate. As provided by
law, no amendments were allowed be-
cause, under the Budget Act, our com-
mittee is prohibited from substantially
changing either committee’s approved
recommendations. Now that this bill is
on the floor, however, it will be subject
to the amendment process. For rec-
onciliation bills like this, the amount
of amendments that can be offered is
unlimited.

Several Members yesterday accused
us of no longer caring about over-
spending and the debt. Again, this is
completely false. Better tax policy will
boost the value of everything we
produce, and this will mean more rev-
enue for the Federal Government.

The cost of this bill that you will
hear my colleagues on the other side of
the aisle argue assumes the bill has lit-
tle effect on the economy. That as-
sumption is based on the sluggish
growth we have had recently. In 2016,
annual GDP growth was 1.6 percent,
but our historical average growth is 3.2
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percent. Under President Trump’s ef-
forts and the hope that he has brought
to working Americans, our economy
has grown at more than 3 percent over
the last two quarters. If we only get to
2.4 percent growth in the private sec-
tor, this bill will be paid for. If we
reach 3.2 percent growth, part of the
debt will be paid down with the extra
revenue that will be generated.

We have tried stimulus, and it left us
with the 1.6 percent. We have tried cut-
ting. In Washington, if you don’t give
the amount of increase that people are
asking for but you give them more
money than they had last year, that is
considered a cut. So cuts haven’t
worked here, either. So what is the
other option that we have? Growing
the economy.

Now, I want to repeat that in 2016 the
annual GDP growth was 1.6 percent,
but our historical average growth is 3.2
percent. And under President Trump’s
efforts and the hope he has brought to
working Americans, our economy has
grown at more than 3 percent over the
last two quarters, without this. If we
only get to 2.4 percent growth in the
private sector, this bill will be paid for.
I believe we can reach the 3.2-percent
growth, and part of the debt will be
paid down from the extra revenue that
will be generated.

Some people will say that after tax
cuts before, the deficit has gone up. I
hope you check and see that the rev-
enue has gone up, but the spending
went up bigger. It is like somebody
winning the lottery and spending their
winnings twice.

This reconciliation bill will make
concrete reforms to the broken U.S.
Tax Code and put the American econ-
omy back on a growth track. This tax
plan is an investment in hard-working
Americans, one that will produce more
jobs and result in higher wages and a
stronger and more competitive Amer-
ican economy.

You are probably going to hear a lot
of screaming going on in speeches this
week. Please don’t confuse volume
with veracity or truth.

I look forward to working with my
colleagues to help pass this bill. It will
not only benefit hard-working Ameri-
cans, but it will make our economy and
our country stronger.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oregon.

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, I lis-
tened to the remarks of my colleague,
the distinguished Senator from Wyo-
ming, and he said there were 70 hear-
ings on taxes. I think it is important
that the American people know that
there was not one single hearing—not
one—on this bill. There were no discus-
sions of the specific provisions in this
legislation. There was no hearing on
the personal responsibility require-
ment in the Affordable Care Act, which
is so essential to that law and to what
we ought to be looking at strength-
ening in the years ahead with respect
to cost containment. So I just want to
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set the record straight right at the out-
set of the debate. Since I have heard
once again that there were 70 hearings,
I think it is important that the Amer-
ican people know that there was not
one on this bill.

Contrast this to 1986, when Demo-
crats and Republicans got together and
there were more than 20 hearings—
more than 20 discussions on specifics
about how to work together and find
common ground on this enormously
important issue.

The Senate is 20 hours of debate
away from a broken promise of truly
historic proportions. This was supposed
to be the year that the working people
of America regained a powerful voice
in Washington. Instead of a strong
voice, what they got was a big con job.
If this Republican tax bill passes,
Washington is going to reach into the
pockets of working Americans and cut
a big check to multinational corpora-
tions, to tax cheats, and to the politi-
cally powerful and well connected.

The bill before the Senate would en-
shrine an economic double standard
that makes permanent second-class
treatment of Americans who work hard
and do their best day in and day out to
provide for their families. For the cops,
for the nurses, for the mechanics, and
for those who work retail, this Repub-
lican tax plan is a big gamble. They
don’t get any special tax dodges—no
Cayman Islands deals for them. Those
folks are stuck clinging to the hope
that they will not be among the mil-
lions hit with an immediate tax hike.
Even for those lucky Americans who do
see some benefit, there is bad news
coming down the pike. All they get out
of this Republican plan is the fleeting
sugar high of temporary tax cuts.

That is not the case, though, for mul-
tinational corporations or powerful
high fliers who wield big political
power in this town. Under this tax
plan, the basic message to them is this:
You can pay what you want, when you
want, and, if you are lucky—really
lucky—you may pay hardly anything
at all. That certainly is not what work-
ing people were promised in the fall
2016 campaign. That is not what Repub-
licans have spent month after month
telling Americans their tax plan would
do. The Republican rhetoric doesn’t
match the reality of this tax plan, and
every day we get frightening news re-
ports about the harm it is going to do
to working people and the middle class.

Just yesterday, I received a letter
from the independent congressional tax
experts known as the Joint Committee
on Taxation, and they gave us really
important information about the bill.
Buried in one of those answers was in-
formation that ought to put a scare
into millions of Americans who work
hard every day to get ahead. This bill
showers trillions of dollars on multi-
national corporations, but the fact is,
these multinational corporations are
already awash in cash. What it means,
according to these independent con-
gressional tax experts, is that interest
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rates are going up. The Federal Re-
serve will have to tighten the screws of
the economy.

But here is the bottom line for what
it means for a middle-class American
in North Carolina, or Oregon, or any-
where else in the United States: If you
want to buy a house, this bill is going
to make it more expensive. If you want
to buy a car, this bill is going to make
it more expensive. If you want to get a
credit card, this bill is going to make it
more expensive. If you want to take
out a student loan, this bill is going to
make it more expensive.

It is not just harm for typical fami-
lies. The cost of doing business is going
to rise for the brewery owner or the
tool-and-die maker who wants to build
a new facility or purchase new equip-
ment. They would like to hire new
workers, but they will find that the
money they need to do it is getting
drained by higher interest rates.

In short, higher interest rates will
wipe out the benefits of this bill for a
lot of small businesses and add pain to
the tax hikes that are going to hit mil-
lions of families. The only businesses
and individuals who will not feel the ef-
fects I just described are those sitting
on mountains of cash—those who will
never need to borrow to get ahead.
That is just one of the latest of truly
frightening details about what this de-
structive bill would do.

If there was any doubt remaining, it
is clear based on those tax experts that
individual working Americans and
families are going to be on the hook for

handouts to multinational corpora-
tions.
Republicans have spent months

shouting from the hilltops that they
were bringing jobs back. The President
made it a centerpiece of his campaign.
Jobs are coming home, he said. Cor-
porations that ship jobs overseas are
going to be punished. The plight of so
many mill and factory towns is over. It
is too bad that those talking points
from stump speeches and interviews
never made it into the proposals on
paper, because the tax plan that is ac-
tually before the Senate does the oppo-
site.

Under the new notion of taxes for
American companies overseas called
the territorial system, corporations
will get a bigger tax cut if they lay off
their American workers here in the
United States, pack up, and move
abroad. It creates colossal new loop-
holes, a true bonanza of new tax gifts
for the tax cheats, for the people who
have sophisticated help to cut corners.

When it comes to international tax
rules, my view is that the United
States shouldn’t get suckered into a
race to the bottom with a bunch of no-
tax, resort-lined islands to please the
tax avoidance industry and their lobby-
ists. That is a truly expensive competi-
tion in terms of taxpayer dollars and
jobs, but this Republican plan forces
working Americans to pay up.

The tax experts we rely on here in
the Congress make it clear that the Re-
publican corporate tax scheme loses
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revenue, but the individual tax changes
raise revenue. That is a whole lot of
tax lingo for saying that working peo-
ple are going to get fleeced so that
multinational corporations can pay a
lot less.

Here is how it is going to work. More
and more Americans will face a tax
hike with every passing year. Stealthy
tax tricks will force people into higher
tax brackets over time, heaping a heav-
ier burden on their shoulders. Millions
of working Americans are going to lose
their healthcare and the tax credits
that make insurance affordable for
them and their family. Put all to-
gether, it is an immense amount of
money being taken from people who
are already walking an economic tight-
rope—an economic tightrope in North
Carolina and Oregon and everywhere
else—where they balance food costs
against the fuel bill and the fuel bill
against the cost of housing. An im-
mense amount of money is being taken
from them and being handed to multi-
national corporations that ship jobs
overseas.

This is not a plan to create red,
white, and blue jobs. This is not a plan
to turn the lights back on in factories
that went dark many years ago. This is
a plan to sell out millions of Ameri-
cans—American workers and their fam-
ilies—and the damage will get even
worse when the deficit climbs into the
stratosphere.

As I begin to touch on the deficit, I
want to note that it didn’t have to be
this way. I wrote two fully bipartisan
Federal income tax reform bills with
our colleagues. I believe they were here
before the Senator from North Carolina
joined us: Dan Coats, now the head of
national intelligence, and Judd Gregg,
the former Republican chair of the
Budget Committee. The three of us—
Senator Gregg first, then Senator
Coats—made changes to ensure that
American companies could be competi-
tive for red, white, and blue jobs. We
understood that you had to have a
competitive rate to grow those compa-
nies. But we certainly didn’t create
new breaks for shipping jobs overseas,
and—because I am going to touch on
the deficit now—our proposal was rev-
enue neutral.

So it didn’t have to be this way. That
is what Senator MANCHIN and Senator
KAINE said yesterday, along with 17
Democrats. We wanted a bipartisan al-
ternative that didn’t create new incen-
tives for shipping jobs overseas and
that didn’t jack up the deficit, but I
certainly was surprised when I saw
early on that Senate Republicans, who
had given so many speeches on their
concern about the deficit, said: It is
kind of OK with us if we have a net def-
icit of $1.5 trillion. And as the Joint
Committee on Taxation has essentially
indicated to me, it would be higher
than that.

All of the deficit hawks in the Repub-
lican Party just flew away. That was
surprising because it seems like just
yesterday when the Congress couldn’t
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buy lunch without a whole cast of Re-
publican deficit hawks doing some
pretty serious hollering about the def-
icit. But based on history, what is com-
ing next is pretty predictable. We have
seen the movie before. The deficit
hawks come flying back after ideas
like the one we are looking at in the
Senate become law. We have already
heard the Speaker say, what is next?
Entitlement reform, which means
Medicare, Medicaid, and anti-hunger
programs.

The Speaker said that is what is
next. That is next on the docket. Ev-
erybody listening ought to know that
is code for attack, and it is multiple
fronts on these kinds of programs for
the most vulnerable people in our
country—the lifeline programs, the
safety net programs I have just de-
scribed. What we are going to hear, be-
cause this is the script from earlier
movies, is we have these big deficits.
Oh, my goodness. There is a lot of red
ink. America can’t afford the safety
net. They will say we have to do some-
thing. Instead of being willing to go
after the people at the top, history
says the people who really face the bur-
den of those deficit reductions are the
most vulnerable.

The first big legislative push after
the Bush tax cuts, for example, was an
all-out assault on Social Security. The
fact that it was stopped doesn’t mean
Medicare or Medicaid or other safety
net programs like Social Security are
going to be safe this time around.

The policy on offer, in my view, is
simply a disaster. It makes a mockery
of the approach Ronald Reagan took
with a big group of Democrats. I know
so many of my colleagues on the other
side of the aisle admire President
Reagan greatly. This bill is the oppo-
site of what President Reagan did.

What President Reagan did is he said
to those big multinational corpora-
tions: I have to ask you to give up
some money in order to make sure the
middle class, the individual ratepayer,
will get a fair shake.

This is just the opposite—180 degrees
away from what Ronald Reagan did.
We are going to have an amendment on
the middle class pretty soon, but what
could be more stark than the fact that
the tax cuts for the multinationals are
permanent, and the relief for the mid-
dle class is temporary. This bill is the
opposite, the total opposite, of what
Ronald Reagan worked on in 1986.

Our colleague Senator ENZI—and I
have worked with him often, and I am
sad to see us have such differing views
on this—said we have had 70 hearings.
I can tell you, the once storied Senate
Finance Committee never even at-
tempted once to craft a bipartisan bill.
We said for months that was our pref-
erence. That was what was stated in
the letter the vast majority of Senate
Democrats signed. That is what we said
when we were invited to the White
House to meet with the President. We
said it repeatedly.

I mentioned the two bills I wrote.
They are the only two bipartisan Fed-
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eral income tax reform bills—the only
two we have had since 1986. By the way,
they didn’t go as far as Ronald Reagan
went. Ronald Reagan, in 1986, said, for
purposes of taxes, a dollar is a dollar is
a dollar.

We are going to have the same rate
for those who make money on invest-
ments that we do for those cops and
nurses who get that wage, that ordi-
nary income. I have indicated on the
floor that Senator Bradley, former New
York Knick—and as I like to say, an-
other tall Democrat who served on the
Senate Finance Committee with a
much better jump shot than mine—is
incredulous at this process. He is just
slack-jawed when he asks about what
is being done to bring both sides to-
gether. Senator Bradley, and others on
the Republican side, in 1986, flew all
over the United States to get together
with senior Republicans and Jim
Baker, Richard Dorman, and others to
talk about the specifics of getting bi-
partisan tax reform together. You hear
the stories, and you see that is the way
you tackle an issue like this. Bill Brad-
ley flew all over the country to work
with Republicans to get a bipartisan
tax reform bill. Right now, the major-
ity on the Senate Finance Committee
wouldn’t walk down the corridor of the
Dirksen building once to talk about
anything resembling how we would put
together a bipartisan proposal. So the
process we have seen here makes a
mockery out of Reagan-style reform.

Some have asked, was this fore-
ordained, did it have to be. I have al-
ready made it clear that I don’t think
it had to be. It is hard work putting to-
gether a bipartisan bill. Senator Gregg,
for example, when he was in the Sen-
ate, I think was one of Leader McCON-
NELL’s top economic advisers—chair-
man of the Budget Committee. We used
to say in our house, Judd Gregg is
scary smart. We sat next to each other
in chairs in our office for almost 2
years to put together a bill. It is heavy
lifting, but it can be done. A lot of that
work was brought into other efforts
since then—the question of the Bush
proposal, bipartisan commissions, or a
variety of other ones. It is pretty hard
to do when the majority leader says, on
the first day, the very first day out, we
are going to use the most partisan
process—budget reconciliation and, in
effect, say: What we are telling the
other party is we don’t want your ideas
because we don’t need your votes.
Sometimes it got almost a little ridic-
ulous because I know there were times
when statements were made by the Re-
publican leadership that no Democrats
were interested in bipartisan tax re-
form, despite the fact that in the few
instances where a White House official
would call and ask our opinion, Senate
Democrats would meet. That was the
point of the press conference that was
held yesterday with 17 Democrats from
various parts of the country, as well as
legislation I have described that was
written.

By the way, in the work product Re-
publicans finally produced, they took
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some of the ideas from the bipartisan
bills; for example, increasing the
standard deduction, but we tripled the
standard deduction without any
takeaways, like the State and local de-
duction or the permanent exemptions,
and what that meant is, in the bipar-
tisan bills, if you passed something
like that, people adjust their wages,
and immediately working-class folks
get hundreds and hundreds of dollars
more in every paycheck. Not only were
there no discussions—and I have seen
Republican Senators stand out on the
floor sometimes and hold up a sign:
What we are doing is the Wyden-Coats
bill. Nothing could be further from the
truth, whether it is on the inter-
national provisions I mentioned or the
personal provisions. I was so proud to
stand with Senate Democrats in a
meeting yesterday put together by
Senators Manchin and Xaine, once
again, stating that it doesn’t have to
be this way.

What is the rush to take taxes for
multinational corporations from 35 to
20 percent? Back when I was working
with Senator Gregg and Senator Coats,
the Republicans, we didn’t have multi-
national corporations saying we should
go to 20 percent. The difference be-
tween 25 and 20 percent is $500 billion.

My colleagues yesterday were say-
ing—moderate Democrats—we are seri-
ous about tax reform, both on the indi-
vidual and the corporate side, but it
ought to be based on bipartisan give-
and-take, not something like we have
seen.

Republicans in Congress and the ad-
ministration’s top salesmen have spent
months and months telling the Amer-
ican people that in the long run, their
bill is going to pay for itself with ex-
plosive growth. They had cheerleaders,
those who cooked up these phony
growth forecasts based on revenue-neu-
tral reform proposals that don’t exist.
Respected economists will tell you tax
cuts don’t pay for themselves. In fact,
when we had a chance to have some
discussion not about a specific bill but
some ideas about taxes, the Republican
economists who were before the Fi-
nance Committee said the tax cuts
wouldn’t pay for themselves.

The honest predictions say that any
growth caused by this bill is going to
be modest. After they have spent years
insisting—I can’t tell you how many
times I heard this—that we would have
dynamic scores, Republican Senators
are rushing the independent score-
keepers to try to get a thorough anal-
ysis, but we don’t have it as we are on
this floor debating the bill.

Finally, we ought to forget that this
bill has been getting a rewrite behind
closed doors for weeks now. A number
of my colleagues on the other said
what was important to them is we have
what is called regular order. Regular
order is probably not a concept people
talk about in too many coffee shops
unless they traditionally get eggs or
toast or something, but what it means
is, you have a process where both sides
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work together, and you have a chance
to discuss ideas and differing ap-
proaches or offers. We haven’t had any-
thing like that. We haven’t had an
open process with open debate and real
amendments. What we have seen is a
mad dash to pass a bill that can’t stand
scrutiny in broad daylight. If this bill
really got scrutinized and had a chance
to be examined, we would see a lot of
Americans coming to their Senators
and saying: Senator, no way—no way—
should you support that bill.

What is on offer is a plan to force
working people and working-class fam-
ilies to pay for handouts to multi-
national corporations and tax cheats.
This bill does not deserve to pass. My
view is, it really doesn’t deserve the
ink that was used to print it on paper.
The process that has culminated in
this scramble to drive this through,
drive it through with the most arbi-
trary process imaginable, I consider
shameful.

With that, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, the
last time Congress modernized the Tax
Code was in 1986. That was more than
30 years ago, which is quite obvious to
anybody who can subtract. In the gen-
erations since, the Tax Code has grown
out of control. It has been a dream
come true for whom? The professionals
in accounting and the lobbyists who
protect the loopholes. But it happens
to be a real nightmare for most Ameri-
cans. I would say, for most Members of
Congress, as one reads regularly, very
few Members of Congress do their own
taxes.

The outdated Tax Code helps the
powerful and the well connected but
hurts American workers. It hurts
American industry, and it hurts Amer-
ica’s ability to compete with the rest
of the world. That means lower wages
and less employment.

The bill that passed out of the Fi-
nance Committee moves us very much
in the right direction to make our Tax
Code simpler, fairer, and more com-
petitive. At the heart of the legislation
is a middle-class tax cut. A typical
family of four with two children mak-
ing $59,000 a year could see a tax cut of
more than $1,700. That is very signifi-
cant tax relief, but you would never
know it by listening to the rhetoric of
my colleagues of the other political
party. They have repeatedly recited
the tired line that Republicans are
only interested in giving tax cuts to
the wealthy. In fact, they began push-
ing that narrative even before this bill
was written. In going way back to Sep-
tember, they started analyzing a bill
that didn’t even exist. It was a charge
made by a document that was put out,
called the Big Six framework. But the
framework was no piece of legislation;
it merely provided guidelines from
which to start for the tax-writing com-
mittees.

The partisan Tax Policy Center then
filled in the gaps with policy assump-
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tions and crafted an analysis to fit its
narrative and its analysis of a piece of
legislation that had not even been
written. The problem is that its nar-
rative hasn’t changed. The Finance
Committee provided policy details that
it should have used to change its nar-
rative, but it still keeps with the same
old rhetoric. I think even the Tax Pol-
icy Center would have to agree that
the Finance Committee’s product dif-
fers drastically from the underlying as-
sumptions of its initial analysis.

I am going to try to explain what the
Tax Policy Center says about the tax
law that we ought to pass in compari-
son to our bill, and you will see that
there seems to be a real closeness in
some of the ideas that ought to be done
that we get from the left that are in
this bill, but they don’t even recognize
it.

The Finance Committee used all of
the available tools it was granted
under the unified framework to target
more relief to middle-income taxpayers
and retain the progressivity of the Tax
Code. Let’s take a look at some of the
major features of the Finance’s bill and
how it provides relief for the Nation’s
middle-class and low-income earners.

First, it nearly doubles the standard
deduction, which means that many
lower income Americans will be re-
moved from the tax rolls completely
and that tax filing season will be sim-
pler for millions more. Second, it dou-
bles the child tax credit from $1,000 to
$2,000 and moderately increases its
refundability. Both of these are made
possible in large part by repealing per-
sonal exemptions. Personal exemptions
for the taxpayer and spouse help to in-
crease the standard deduction, and the
personal exemptions for children help
with increasing the child tax credit.

Interestingly enough, these provi-
sions mirror a proposal that was put
out by the leftwing Tax Policy Center
in December of just last year. Nearly
identical to the Finance bill, the very
liberal Tax Policy Center’s paper ar-
gued for repealing personal exemp-
tions, nearly doubling the standard de-
duction, and increasing the child tax
credit to $2,012. According to the au-
thors of the liberal Tax Policy Center’s
proposal, such a change would ‘‘reduce
complexity, remove inequities, and
mitigate marriage penalties.” That is
exactly what the bill before the Senate
does, but they don’t seem to recognize
that. They sure wanted that as a goal
last year.

The fact is that these changes pro-
vide more tax relief to the middle class
and at the same time simplify the Tax
Code. As the liberal Tax Policy Cen-
ter’s paper points out, the value of the
personal exemption is largely depend-
ent on the tax bracket of the taxpayer.
The higher the tax bracket, the more
benefit that comes from the personal
exemption. In comparison, the child
tax credit generally lowers a tax-
payer’s tax liability dollar for dollar
regardless of the tax bracket. As a re-
sult, repealing the personal exemption
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in favor of expanding the child tax
credit makes the Tax Code more pro-
gressive and targets more relief to
lower and middle-income taxpayers.

Admittedly, there are some dif-
ferences between what was suggested
by the liberal Tax Policy Center and
what is in the bill before us. Its pro-
posal would have been more generous
on the refundable feature of the child
tax credit, but on the opposite end, it
would have made the child tax credit
available to everyone, including to mil-
lionaires. The Finance’s bill is less gen-
erous to the affluent because it phases
out the credit for married taxpayers
with incomes of over $500,000. One
would think that those on the other
side—meaning the Democratic Party—
in their finding fault with this bill,
would offer some credit for taking this
rather progressive approach to pro-
viding family tax relief, but no. They
continue repeating their line over and
over that this bill is a tax cut for the
wealthy.

Another major feature of the Fi-
nance’s bill that provides relief to mid-
dle-class and lower income earners is
the reduction of tax rates for middle-
bracket taxpayers. First, it retains the
10-percent bracket, which many on the
other side expressed concern about
being repealed based on the Big Six
framework. They were wrong in using
the framework, but they have not ad-
mitted that.

Next, it lowers the current law’s 15-
percent bracket to 12 percent and ex-
pands its applicability.

Additionally, it reduces what is es-
sentially the current law bracket of 25
percent down to 22 percent and what is
essentially today’s current law 28-per-
cent bracket to a much wider 24-per-
cent bracket. These rate reductions
target tax relief to the very heart of
America’s middle class.

One may be wondering how this mid-
dle-class tax relief bill will be fi-
nanced—largely by repealing the State
and local tax deduction, also known as
the SALT deduction. Our colleagues on
the other side have tried to argue that
the repealing of the State and local tax
deduction is a tax increase on the mid-
dle class. Nothing could be further
from the truth in considering the re-
duced tax brackets, which I just dis-
cussed, in combination with the higher
standard deduction and the doubled
child tax credit.

The repeal of the State and local tax
deduction is actually a very key piece
of this legislation that makes the mid-
dle-class tax cuts possible. The State
and local tax deduction overwhelm-
ingly benefits the so-called wealthy,
who our colleagues on the other side
vehemently argue should receive no
tax benefits under this bill.

I am going to tell you now how the
liberal elements in this town see the
State and local tax deduction as some-
thing that should have gone away any-
way, and now they are complaining be-
cause we are doing away with it. Don’t
take my word for it. Here is what sev-
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eral partisan think tanks have said
about the State and local tax deduc-
tion in the past.

According to the Tax Policy Center—
remember that is the leftwing organi-
zation finding fault with the bill even
before it was written—about 40 percent
of the State and local tax deduction
benefit goes to taxpayers with incomes
exceeding $500,000. So we do away with
the State and local tax deduction be-
cause it benefits wealthy people, and
they don’t give us any credit for it.

Keep in mind that tax filers with in-
comes of half a million or more make
up only about 1 percent of all tax filers,
making it a very lopsided benefit. Here
is what the very leftwing Center for
American Progress has said about the
State and local tax deduction:

The deduction for state and local taxes dis-
proportionately benefits high-income tax-
payers, property owners, and residents of
high-tax states. That is because these groups
pay the most taxes at the state and local
level. It also benefits high-income taxpayers
because any kind of deduction is worth more
to people in high tax brackets than in low
tax brackets.

I just finished quoting the Center for
American Progress, which said that the
State and local tax deduction ought to
be done away with because it benefits
wealthy people. Yet they complain to
us that our tax bill is a tax benefit for
the wealthy.

To further illustrate who eliminating
the State and local tax benefit really
hits, I would like to highlight a recent
Bloomberg article entitled ‘‘Tax-Hike
Fears Trigger Talk of Exodus From
Manhattan and Greenwich.” This arti-
cle is not about the concerns of middle-
class police officers or teachers on re-
peal of the State and local tax deduc-
tion. Instead, it highlights concerns of
wealthy hedge fund managers who may
now consider moving out of the high-
tax State of New York. The Bloomberg
article states:

The problem for the Connecticut hedge-
fund set—and, more broadly, for a lot of the
Wall Street crowd—is that Republican pro-
posals in both the House and Senate would
drive up taxes for many high-earners in the
New York City area. By eliminating the de-
duction for most state and local taxes, an in-
dividual making a yearly salary of $1 million

. . would owe the Internal Revenue Service
an additional $21,000.

This legislation repeals that deduc-
tion and makes the person making a
yearly salary of $1 million pay $21,000
more in taxes, and liberal groups are
proposing doing away with it, and we
put it in our bill so that we don’t let
these wealthy people get the benefit of
the tax deduction, and they don’t rec-
ognize it. So I ask my colleagues on
the left: Are you prepared to go to bat
over SALT deductions for millionaire
hedge fund managers?

From listening to my Democratic
colleagues’ rhetoric, I am really sur-
prised by this article. I thought Repub-
licans were all about ‘‘tax cuts for the
wealthy’’ and giveaways to Wall
Street. But this article suggests other-
wise. In fact, these types of taxpayers
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are likely to experience sizable tax
hikes under the proposal on the Senate
floor now.

According to the nonpartisan Joint
Committee on Taxation, by 2023, nearly
30 percent of taxpayers with incomes
exceeding $1 million will experience a
tax hike. That does not sound like a
giveaway to the wealthy to me.

I yield the floor.

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that motions to
commit be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

MOTION TO COMMIT WITH INSTRUCTIONS

Mr. WYDEN moves to commit the bill H.R.
1 to the Committee on Finance with instruc-
tions to report the same back to the Senate
in 3 days, not counting any day on which the
Senate is not in session, with changes that—

(1) are within the jurisdiction of such com-
mittee; and

(2) eliminate provisions that would raise
taxes on millions of middle class taxpayers.

MOTION TO COMMIT WITH INSTRUCTIONS

Mr. Wyden moves to commit the bill H.R.
1 to the Committee on Finance with instruc-
tions to report the same back to the Senate
in 3 days, not counting any day on which the
Senate is not in session, with changes that—

(1) are within the jurisdiction of such com-
mittee; and

(2) are made through regular order and a
bipartisan process resulting in substantive
provisions contributed by both parties.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. LEE).
The Senator from New Hampshire.

Mrs. SHAHEEN. Mr. President, I
agree with my colleagues that we need
tax reform, but we need tax reform
that simplifies the Tax Code, bolsters
the middle class, and helps small busi-
nesses to create jobs. I think we can do
that, and we can do that in a fiscally
responsible way, but we need to work
together, Republicans and Democrats,
as we did the last time we did tax re-
form.

Unfortunately, these priorities are
not reflected in the bill that is before
us. Instead, it is a partisan, fiscally ir-
responsible giveaway to the wealthy
and the largest corporations in this
country, and it comes at the expense of
the middle class and small businesses.

We know that the wealthiest Ameri-
cans will see massive tax breaks from
this bill, including President Trump
himself. In fact, the New York Times
has estimated that President Trump
and his family would save more than $1
billion from this tax bill.

How does this legislation pay for
these tax cuts? Well, it asks today’s
middle class and future generations to
foot the bill. The nonpartisan analysis
from the Joint Committee on Taxation
has found that the bill will raise taxes
on millions of middle-class families
making less than $75,000 a year. The
bill sunsets any middle-class tax
breaks in 2026, and at the same time it
makes tax breaks for large corpora-
tions permanent. It increases the na-
tional debt by $1.5 trillion.

I think the headline in the current
Forbes Magazine says it all. It says
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“The GOP Tax Bill Is The End Of All
Economic Sanity In Washington.” As
more people look at this bill, they are
beginning to see how it will hurt mid-
dle-class families across the country.

Over the past few weeks, I have heard
more and more concerns from people
throughout New Hampshire, and I just
want to take a minute to highlight
some of these concerns. I met recently
with the New Hampshire Realtors and
homebuilders. They are major advo-
cates for home ownership in New
Hampshire. They told me that this bill
is nothing short of an attack on home
ownership. In particular, they are con-
cerned about the impact of repealing
the State and local tax deduction,
which would be a huge hit to middle-
class families in New Hampshire. Right
now, more than 200,000 Granite State
homeowners use the State and local
tax deductions so that they are not
double-taxed. That is about one-third
of taxpayers in New Hampshire. It is
particularly important to us where
property taxes account for 66 percent
of all State and local taxes. That is a
higher share than any other State in
the country.

Homeowners are also concerned
about proposals to limit the mortgage
interest deduction, including on home
equity lines of credit, where home-
owners in New Hampshire are going to
get hurt more than others because we
have approximately 14 percent of
homeowners who have a home equity
line of credit, compared to 3.8 percent
nationally. The result is, according to
the Realtors and the homebuilders,
that home values will decline signifi-
cantly.

According to the Association of Real-
tors, this bill will put downward pres-
sure on home values by as much as 18
percent in New Hampshire and 10 per-
cent nationally. If we look at this
chart for New Hampshire, we can ex-
trapolate this across the rest of the
economy.

If we look at this tax bill, this is the
impact on homeowners in New Hamp-
shire. Values are going to be reduced
by about 18 percent. That is equivalent
to what we saw after the financial
meltdown in 2008, where, again, we had
about that same reduction in property
values—about 18 percent. That is a
huge hit for us in New Hampshire and
for people across the country.

I thought the Realtors put it very
well when they said: It is simply unfair
to ask homeowners, who pay 83 percent
of all Federal income taxes, to take a
greater tax burden so that the biggest
corporations in this country can have
steep tax cuts. It doesn’t make sense.

I also heard significant concern from
students, colleges, and businesses that
this bill will raise taxes on students
trying to get the skills they need to
get ahead. That is really crazy because
when we do that, we don’t create the
workforce we need for the future. The
House bill, for example, would elimi-
nate the ability of individuals to de-
duct the interest on their student
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loans, and it would tax graduate stu-
dents on tuition assistance. I heard
from a graduate student who, right
now, is making $20,000 a year on a sti-
pend. That is what he is trying to live
on. If this bill goes into effect, he will
pay $5,000 of that in taxes. It doesn’t
make sense. We need to be encouraging
our students to get graduate and high-
er education degrees so that they can
take on the jobs of the future.

Again, in New Hampshire, it is a par-
ticular problem, where student loan
debt is higher than the national aver-
age. For the graduating class of 2016,
New Hampshire had the highest per
capita student loan debt in the coun-
try. The average debt for New Hamp-
shire graduates was $36,367. We know,
nationally, student loan debt has
roughly tripled since 2004 to a stag-
gering $1.3 trillion. That is higher than
the total credit card debt. What this
legislation is likely to do is to make
that worse for young people who are
trying to get out of college, have their
student loans paid, get married, start
families, buy a house. If they continue
to have this impact, they are not going
to be able to do any of those things.

The top challenge that faces New
Hampshire businesses and so many
businesses across this country is find-
ing skilled workers. The last thing we
should be doing is making education
more expensive.

I also serve as the ranking member
on the Senate Small Business Com-
mittee. Small businesses employ more
than half of our workforce. They make
up more than 99 percent of all employ-
ers. We need to work in a bipartisan
way to enact tax reform that supports
our small businesses. Again, this bill,
unfortunately, doesn’t provide mean-
ingful reform for small businesses and
the problems they are facing with the
Tax Code. First of all, this bill doesn’t
address the top issue that we have
heard from small businesses—tax sim-
plification and the cutting of redtape
in our Tax Code.

For entrepreneurs, time is one of
their most valuable resources. Every
wasted hour spent filling out forms or
navigating confusing tax rules is an
hour they can’t spend innovating, mar-
keting, and growing their businesses.
The tax system is so difficult to navi-
gate that 89 percent of small businesses
turn to outside tax preparers to fill out
their forms and file their returns. The
compliance burden for small businesses
is 67 percent higher than it is for large
businesses, and it costs about $18 bil-
lion annually.

Tax reform should be an opportunity
to help us help small businesses focus
on what they do best, and that is run-
ning their business. Instead, this bill
will result in even more redtape and
complexity.

According to a former Joint Com-
mittee on Taxation economist, if this
bill becomes law:

Treasury will be writing regulations and
Congress will be enacting technical correc-
tions for years. There are more ticking time
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bombs in this bill than in a Roadrunner car-
toon.

A recent poll of small business own-
ers from Businesses for Responsible
Tax Reform found that a majority of
them oppose the plan. This is polling
that has just been done in the last
week or so; 61 percent oppose, and only
28 percent support.

Small businesses are even more con-
cerned about the impact this tax bill
will have on our debt and deficit. In
fact, 61 percent of small business own-
ers oppose raising the debt by $1.5 tril-
lion to pay for tax cuts.

Increasing the debt will inhibit our
ability to address the real challenges
facing small businesses, such as edu-
cating a skilled workforce, building
out broadband in rural areas, and fix-
ing our broken infrastructure.

Then there is the repeal of the indi-
vidual mandate, which is a part of this
tax proposal. According to CBO, repeal-
ing the individual mandate, as this bill
does, would cause 13 million Americans
to become uninsured by 2027. It would
sharply raise premiums for those who
purchase insurance on the individual
market.

Now, we have heard from our col-
leagues that they think that including
the Alexander-Murray legislation
would help address that, but that is not
designed to address the underlying
healthcare bill that we have in this
country. All that will do is address the
uncertainty in the marketplace.

Repealing the individual mandate is
going to deny health insurance to mil-
lions of Americans. It is going to cost
middle-income families more, and, ulti-
mately, it is going to have an impact
on people’s abilities to provide for
their families and the long-term health
of this Nation. That is not the kind of
investment we should be making in the
future of this country.

There are many more issues with this
tax bill, but my time is limited. If we
look at who is opposed to this bill,
there are so many organizations: the
Realtors, the homebuilders, the AARP,
and the Fraternal Order of Police.
They have all come out in opposition,
and that is just to name a few.

I have heard from nearly 3,000 Gran-
ite Staters who have expressed their
opposition to the impact of this bill,
and as more and more people have a
chance to read it, that number is going
to continue to grow.

You know I want to work with my
colleagues here. I think Republicans
and Democrats should genuinely re-
form the Tax Code. It is long overdue.
But we need to do it in a way that is
transparent, that looks at where we
want to go in the future and what we
need to be investing in in this country.
We need to work in a bipartisan way
that puts the middle class and small
businesses first and that doesn’t leave
a massive debt for our children and
grandchildren. If we pass this legisla-
tion, that is exactly what we are going
to be doing—leaving future generations
to deal with a massive debt without
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the benefits of the investment that we
should be making in this country.

So it is a sad day for America.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut.

Mr. BLUMENTHAL. Mr. President, 1
am honored to follow my distinguished
colleague from New Hampshire and
begin, actually, where she finished.
This massive tax cut has indeed so
many ticking timebombs that are un-
known at the moment because it has
been rushed and rammed through this
body, as well as the House, without the
kind of regular order that should be
given—the intense scrutiny and atten-
tion that is due a historic, massive
measure of this kind.

The idea that it has regular order is
absolutely absurd. If this is regular
order, it is surely regular order lite.
There have barely been the most cur-
sory of hearings—barely an excuse for
hearings—no real markup, no real op-
portunity for the public to be heard, no
real scrutiny of the complicated and
numerous provisions that will affect
people for years, decades, maybe gen-
erations to come.

The last tax cut was in 1985. The last
so-called reform, passed in the mid-
1980s, involved scores of hearings,
meetings, and sessions for the public to
be heard, dwarfing, making a mockery
of this process. This process has been,
in fact, a mockery of democracy. It is
a classic bait and switch. It is a prom-
ise that is unfulfilled—a tax cut, ini-
tially, for people, which then dis-
appears after a couple of years, when
the wealthy continue to enjoy their tax
cut.

There are winners and losers in this
measure. Let’s be very blunt. The win-
ners are the wealthy. The losers are
the middle class. The winners are spe-
cial interests. The losers are the Amer-
ican people. The winners are people
who already have it made. The losers
are people who want to fulfill the
American Dream and make it for them-
selves, people who are pulling up the
ladder for others to climb and to make
it real for them.

The measure that we have before us
is the result of a promise—middle-class
tax cuts—and that promise was made
by Donald Trump, who said also that
he would not benefit. He sent his Small
Business Administration  Adminis-
trator, Linda McMahon, to Connecticut
to say: ‘“‘Everyone will experience a tax
cut.”

This plan is a scam. Yes, some people
will receive a tax cut initially, but if
you earn less than $75,000 within the
next decade, you will be worse off
under this plan. In Connecticut that
means that 468,200 taxpayers in the
bottom 80 percent of income distribu-
tion will experience a tax hike under
this plan. The majority of people in
Connecticut are losers, even though
there may be a wealthy segment at the
very top of the income distribution
who are winners.

Our children and grandchildren are
surely losers because they will inherit
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the whirlwind of additional debt. The
$1.5 trillion underestimates the amount
of debt that will be added. I saw a car-
toon in one of the newspapers that
showed a rowboat filled with water,
and one of the characters said to the
other: Drill another hole in the bottom
of the boat to let the water out. And
the sea was the Dead Sea. That is what
this measure does. It fills our boat—
not only ours but our children’s and
grandchildren’s boats—with additional
debt. They are losers even though the
wealthiest are winners.

The losers include, also, first re-
sponders. Earlier this month, the presi-
dent of the Fraternal Order of Police
wrote a letter to the House and the
Senate leadership urging Members of
Congress to protect the State and local
deduction as it is. This measure elimi-
nates that State and local deduction,
devastating for Connecticut but also
for first responders, firemen, and police
across the country, and our teachers
who depend on the adequacy of Federal
funding for essential services, which
will be reduced.

Because there is no incentive for
State and local taxes—they can’t be de-
ducted anymore—States 1like Con-
necticut, New York, and California, we
know are the losers and our middle-
class taxpayers are losers. That is why
the National Education Association
has found that gutting the State and
local tax deduction will seriously harm
already underfunded public education,
risking nearly 250,000 education jobs,
including over 5,000 teacher jobs in the
State of Connecticut. It will lead to
about $250 billion in cuts to public edu-
cation over the next decade. While we
are talking about education, there is
eliminating the deduction for interest
on student loans. What could be more
stupid at a time when we are encour-
aging young people to invest in their
futures and we should be investing in
them?

Ultimately, also, the losers are our
job creators, the folks who need infra-
structure, which will go unrepaired.
Our roads, bridges, railroads, VA facili-
ties, broadband, airports, and ports are
all desperately in need of rebuilding—
not just repair but true rebuilding,
modernization, and innovation.

There is no requirement or oppor-
tunity here for repatriation of the tril-
lions of dollars parked overseas. There
is no provision for any sort of incentive
for companies to repatriate and invest
in an infrastructure bank. So we will
continue to see neglect and disregard
for that very important infrastructure.

It is clear who will be the winners.
Despite all these losers, corporations
that move overseas to evade taxes and
benefit from special interest loopholes
to lower their effective tax rates are
going to be richly rewarded.

Senate Republicans have decided to
open the Arctic National Wildlife Ref-
uge for oil and gas drilling.

Those special interests are the win-
ners. The bill borrows $1.5 trillion so
those special interests and corpora-
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tions can have those benefits, but it
will also line the pockets of those cor-
porate CEOs—not just the corporations
but the CEOs. That is equivalent to the
cost of all veterans’ healthcare and
benefit payments to every single vet-
eran in America over the next decade.

With $1.5 trillion, by the way, you
could also pay off all the student loan
debt in America. Think of the dif-
ference in lives that would make.
Think of all the young students debt
free. Think of the vistas and the
dreams that could be fulfilled. Think of
the economic growth that would be
generated.

Think also of the false promises and
the bait and switch. When corporate
CEOs were asked by the President’s
chief economic adviser, Gary Cohn,
how many of them will create jobs with
these corporate tax cuts, nary a hand
went up in the audience. That is a pic-
ture that says a thousand words.

I end my words now simply with a
warning that Americans, far from buy-
ing this bait and switch, will see the
proof in their pocketbooks and wallets.
They will see the result of this consum-
mately partisan measure run through
without regular order, without real
consideration, without the scrutiny
that it needs and deserves, without
public and popular support if we move
ahead as the Republican leadership ap-
parently appears intent on doing. Now
is the time for us to show some back-
bone. I urge my colleagues to do it.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nebraska.

Mrs. FISCHER. Mr. President, I rise
this evening to speak about tax reform,
which is so important for families in
Nebraska and throughout this country.
The last time Congress comprehen-
sively reformed the Tax Code was in
1986, and we all agree it is long over-
due. My priorities for tax reform have
always been threefold: delivering relief
to the middle-class, unleashing small
business growth, and making our coun-
try competitive globally. This bill be-
fore us accomplishes these goals.

American families have struggled
over the past decade, and too many in
our country have found themselves liv-
ing paycheck to paycheck. Wages for
workers have stagnated while the
prices of goods and services have con-
tinued to climb. Things are only just
starting to turn around and, as I travel
across my State, Nebraskans have
begun to tell me they are finally feel-
ing confident about the economy again.
That needs to continue, and the best
way to do it is by putting more money
back into the pockets of regular Amer-
icans. This bill does that in one of the
best ways possible, by doubling the
standard deduction and protecting the
first $24,000 that married couples earn
and the first $12,000 individuals earn
from Federal taxes.

Increasing the standard deduction is
pro-family, and it helps to foster the
American dream. It not only leads to
Americans keeping more of their hard-
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earned money, but it also means that
simplifying the code will help them
save money in tax preparation as well.
According to the mnonpartisan Tax
Foundation, a married couple with two
kids making $85,000 per year, will see
their taxes decrease by $2,224. This re-
form provides money that will allow
Americans to plan for their future and
to pay their bills. It can be a downpay-
ment on a house or it can be put away
for future college tuition or for retire-
ment. It gives millions of earners more
empowerment to use these savings for
their lives as they see fit.

Simplifying the code isn’t the only
family-focused provision included in
this legislation. The Senate bill dou-
bles the child tax credit from $1,000 to
$2,000 per child. According to the De-
partment of Agriculture, parents of a
child born in 2015 are likely to spend
more than $233,000 raising a child to
age 17. That doesn’t even include col-
lege tuition. Doubling the child tax
credit will allow families to keep up to
an additional $4,000 every year if they
have two children or more. This credit
builds a stronger future by helping
families all across our country keep
more money to raise happy and
healthy children.

In addition to these changes, this leg-
islation will preserve many other pop-
ular deductions. This includes the
charitable deduction, medical expense
deduction, the student loan interest de-
duction, the mortgage interest deduc-
tion, and the low-income housing tax
credit. This bill also continues popular
savings programs such as the 401(k)s
and individual retirement accounts.
These saving incentives are key tools
that allow individuals to provide for
their families and to prepare for retire-
ment. It empowers Americans to plan
ahead.

There are also commonsense provi-
sions in this bill that have been over-
looked during the current debate.
These are changes everyone here can
agree are long overdue. For example,
this reform takes away the tax-exempt
status for professional sports leagues.
We all love sports, but professional
sports leagues like the NFL and the
PGA shouldn’t be allowed to use ex-
emptions for nonprofits to avoid pay-
ing taxes. These are for-profit leagues
where commissioners make tens of mil-
lions of dollars. They should be treated
for what they are, and that is a money-
making enterprise.

I also want to take the time to ad-
dress a misconception. Some have ar-
gued that this bill will tax the tuition
waivers graduate students receive from
their universities as a part of attending
to their studies. There is no such provi-
sion. Ph.D. research is a staple of high-
er education, and it drives our Nation’s
innovation. It helps us better under-
stand our world and often leads to in-
credible technological advancements.
We in the Senate support graduate
studies, and none of us want to make it
more difficult to obtain graduate de-
grees or do research at the highest lev-
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els. We will not be taxing you for tui-
tion you don’t pay while earning a
master’s or doctorate degree.

There are some other important pro-
visions in this bill that haven’t gotten
the attention they deserve, and I want
to take a moment to discuss some of
them. The Senate tax reform retains
nearly all of the education incentives
that are present in the current Tax
Code for students and for teachers. For
example, we Kkeep the Hope -credit,
which allows taxpayers a credit of up
to $2,600 per student, per year, for
qualified tuition or related expenses.
We also keep both the Coverdell and
the 529 education savings accounts.
These accounts promote saving for
school, and they help parents prepare
for future tuition. Finally, we double
the educator deduction, which helps
teachers make their classrooms as
friendly for learning as possible. This is
a pro-education tax reform bill, and it
acknowledges education is a key to our
country’s future success.

We must also recognize that our
economy has changed over the last few
decades, and our Tax Code needs to
catch up to the times. We have the
chance to make history, one that will
help working families. My Strong Fam-
ilies Act, which is included in this leg-
islation, would be the first nationwide
paid family leave policy in American
history. If we want to build a better fu-
ture for our children, we must tackle
problems for families juggling those re-
sponsibilities between home and the
workplace.

This plan has the potential to make
life much easier for working families
across our country by providing a tax
credit as large as 25 percent for em-
ployers who offer up to 12 weeks of paid
family leave to their employees. Under
programs set up by employers, employ-
ees would be able to take an hour, a
day, or weeks off for purposes like tak-
ing care of a sick child or an ailing par-
ent to make sure they get to a doctor’s
appointment. They could also take ma-
ternity or paternity leave to bond with
a newborn or recently adopted child.

In 21st century America, the number
of dual-income households is on the
rise. According to the Department of
Labor, 70 percent of mothers with chil-
dren under 19 participate in the labor
force, with over 75 percent employed
full time. For those without the means
to take unpaid time off, the burdens of
caregiving are a real burden. A recent
study from the Pew Research Center
found that most individuals who make
higher salaries usually have access to
some kind of paid family leave, but
those making less than that are not al-
ways covered. This is why my paid
family leave plan limits eligibility to
those earning below $72,000 per year.
We want these benefits to target hour-
ly and lower salaried workers. We want
to increase access to paid family leave
for those who need it the most.

While my friends on the other side of
the aisle focus on the stick approach to
paid family leave—pushing mandates
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or the creation of new government pro-
grams—this bill pursues the carrot ap-
proach, and Americans agree with us.
A recent study showed that 87 percent
of Americans supported a limited gov-
ernment approach that enables em-
ployers to provide the benefit them-
selves.

It is not hard to understand why. The
plan balances the need of 21st century
workers with the real-world challenges
that small businesses face today. Eric
Dinger, who is the CEO of a Lincoln
startup named Powderhook, put it the
best. Eric told me:

I want to offer my employees paid leave,
but a mandate forcing me to do so would be
hard. I have to make payroll. [The Strong
Family Act] is much more workable and
wouldn’t provide a disincentive to hire any-
one.

I agree.

Another of my constituents, Alison
Ritter—an employee at Applied Sys-
tems, Inc., in Lincoln—is helping her
company’s leadership develop a paid
leave policy. In reaction to my bill
being included in the tax reform pro-
posal before us, she told me:

This concept would change the game for
many newborn babies and their parents, al-
lowing them the time they need to bond and
establish a nursing routine without as much
of the stress and guilt they face today. It
would provide families with the financial
support they need in order to do what’s best
for their family, but also help businesses
that struggle with putting a plan in place
due to the financial burden extended ab-
sences create. . . . Our country wins when we
focus on and invest in healthier families.

Sara Rasby, who is the co-owner of
Lotus House of Yoga, which has loca-
tions across my State agreed:

It is refreshing to see a policy that sup-
ports the family and small business unit. As
co-owner of a small business and a mother of
two young children, I know firsthand how
challenging it can be without paid leave. A
mother and/or family needs time to adjust
and bond. . . . This bill would help parents,
families, and small business owners be more
at ease with the transitions and changes that
come with maternity leave. Additionally, it
will create more community awareness on
the importance of supporting the family
structure through policy.

We need to get this done for people
like Eric, Alison, Sara, and other busi-
ness owners, caregivers, and working
parents throughout the country.

I also said my goal in this process is
to promote policies that will ensure
small businesses succeed. There are
over 29 million small businesses
throughout our country, and these
small firms drive our economy. They
have generated over 60 percent of the
new jobs created over the last two dec-
ades and have made up nearly 98 per-
cent of our exports. They are often the
face of our country to the world.

This reform will provide small busi-
nesses with additional incentives to in-
vest and grow. When small businesses
make money, they invest it back into
their businesses and help grow their
local economy. Places like Lincoln and
Omaha are well known to the entrepre-
neurial community as bustling hubs of
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innovation. This bill provides a 17.4-
percent deduction for the large major-
ity of small businesses, which will
lower their tax bills and give them
more financial flexibility. The preser-
vation of things like the 1031 like-kind
exchanges and the stepped-up basis will
further help our small businesses, espe-
cially agriculture businesses.

Small businesses don’t have the pro-
fessional resources to deal with the
Tax Code that comes in at over 74,000
pages. Simply doing taxes—Ilet alone
paying them—has become a burden on
too many of our small companies.
Moreover, they cannot take advantage
of all the corporate deductions or the
little-known loopholes like big compa-
nies can. This is not fair. It hurts our
competitiveness globally, stifles strong
economic growth, and it favors big cor-
porations, which have offices full of
lawyers and accountants. This tax re-
form lessens this disparity and de-
serves support from everyone who
wants to promote American
entrepreneurialism.

Lastly, this legislation goes a long
way toward making America competi-
tive internationally. A large part of
this is lowering the corporate tax rate.
At 35 percent, America’s corporate tax
rate is a full 13 percentage points high-
er than the average rate of our com-
petitors from the developed world. This
is a big reason why companies are flee-
ing our shores, and they are choosing
to set up their headquarters or invest
outside of America. These so-called in-
versions have been on the rise in recent
years, and there is little reason to
think that trend will reverse if we
stand by and do nothing.

This legislation will put us in line
with our trading partners and, once
again, make America an attractive
place for business, which will lead to
more jobs and higher wages for our
country.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oregon.

MOTION TO COMMIT

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to speak for 3 min-
utes to wrap up on the first vote we are
going to have on my motion.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, this first
motion, the first motion the Senate is
going to vote on, is a straightforward
proposition. The motion says: Let us
send this bill back to the Senate Fi-
nance Committee on a bipartisan basis
and come up with a plan that actually
works for the middle class.

I am going to wrap up just by recap-
ping the Republican rhetoric on this
tax plan. First, it was said to be a
guaranteed middle-class tax cut. Then,
it was merely focused on the middle
class. Next, it was an average tax cut
across a variety of income cohorts.
Now the numbers are actually in. Re-
publicans want to run up enough red
ink to threaten Medicare and Social
Security and still raise taxes on more
than half of the middle class. The Sen-
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ate, on a bipartisan basis, can do better
than this.

I urge my colleagues to support this
proposal to send the bill back to the
Finance Committee and, on a bipar-
tisan basis, come up with tax reform
that actually works for the middle
class.

I yield back.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the Wyden
motion.

Mr. WYDEN. I ask for the yeas and
nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk called the roll.

Mr. CORNYN. The following Senator
is necessarily absent: the Senator from
Arizona (Mr. MCCAIN).

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
GARDNER). Are there any other Sen-
ators in the Chamber desiring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 48,
nays 51, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 285 Leg.]

YEAS—48
Baldwin Gillibrand Murray
Bennet Harris Nelson
Blumenthal Hassan Peters
Booker Heinrich Reed
Brown Heitkamp Sanders
Cantwell Hirono Schatz
Cardin Kaine Schumer
Carper King Shaheen
Casey Klobuchar Stabenow
Coons Leahy Tester
Cortez Masto Manchin Udall
Donnelly Markey Van Hollen
Duckworth McCaskill Warner
Durbin Menendez Warren
Feinstein Merkley Whitehouse
Franken Murphy Wyden
NAYS—51
Alexander Fischer Paul
Barrasso Flake Perdue
Blunt Gardner Portman
Boozman Graham Risch
Burr Grassley Roberts
Capito Hatch Rounds
Cassidy Heller Rubio
Cochran Hoeven Sasse
Collins Inhofe Scott
Corker Isakson Shelby
Cornyn Johnson Strange
Cotton Kennedy Sullivan
Crapo Lankford Thune
Cruz Lee Tillis
Daines McConnell Toomey
Enzi Moran Wicker
Ernst Murkowski Young
NOT VOTING—1
McCain

The motion was rejected.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader.

AMENDMENT NO. 1618
(Purpose: To improve the bill)

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, on
behalf of Senators HATCH and MUR-
KOWSKI, I call up amendment No. 1618.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
read as follows:

The Senator from Kentucky [Mr. McCON-
NELL], for Mr. HATCH, proposes an amend-
ment numbered 1618.

Mr. McCONNELL. I ask unanimous
consent that the reading of the amend-
ment be dispensed with.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

(The amendment is printed in today’s
RECORD under ‘“Text of Amendments.”’)

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that following
leader remarks on Thursday, November
30, the Senate resume consideration of
H.R. 1, with 1 hour of debate remaining
on the Hatch-Murkowski amendment. I
further ask that any debate time to-
night count against the underlying
bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

——

MORNING BUSINESS

NATIONAL ADOPTION MONTH

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I rise
to commemorate November as Na-
tional Adoption Month. During this
month, we are reminded of the impor-
tance of adoption to so many families
and children in Iowa and all across the
country. As Americans are celebrating
the season of Thanksgiving with family
and friends, adoptive families are cele-
brating with their new families, giving
thanks for the joy of somebody they
adopted.

Since the first recognition of Na-
tional Adoption Day 16, 17 years ago,
nearly 65,000 kids have been adopted on
National Adoption Day, which is al-
ways celebrated on the Saturday before
Thanksgiving each year. In 2016 alone,
over 4,700 adoptions were finalized on
National Adoption Day.

National Adoption Month is cer-
tainly a time to celebrate the joys of a
new family; however, it is also a re-
minder of the obstacles that so many
children may face. Nationally, there
are over 425,000 children in foster care.
Over 100,000 of these children are hop-
ing to be adopted. In Iowa, there are
about 1,000 kids in foster care who are
eligible for adoption.

This year, the special focus of Na-
tional Adoption Month is older youth
waiting to be adopted. Teenagers, un-
fortunately, face more difficulty in
being adopted than do younger chil-
dren.

As cofounder and cochair of the Sen-
ate Caucus on Foster Youth, I have had
the chance to hear directly from teen-
agers in foster care. In fact, our Senate
Caucus on Foster Youth has a couple,
three seminars every year just to listen
to older youth in the foster care sys-
tem, particularly those who are about
ready to age out. These young people
tell me that, more than anything else,
they want a loving family. They tell
me that they need families and that
nobody is too old to be adopted. The
support that parents provide to teens is
critical to navigating the transition to
adulthood—from making decisions
about higher education to finding a job
or buying a car. A loving family con-
tinually provides the support teens
need to succeed.
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Congress must continue to work to-
ward policies that help make adoption
a reality for our foster youth. We must
work to ensure that all children, no
matter their circumstances, have per-
manent, loving homes and consistent,
caring adults in their lives. I am glad
that the Senate preserved the adoption
tax credit in the tax reform legislation,
and I am hopeful that Congress will
continue to work on policy that pro-
motes adoption and improves the lives
of those in foster care.

As National Adoption Month comes
to an end tomorrow, I thank all of
those who work to improve the lives of
children. I thank advocates for chil-
dren who tirelessly work to make adop-
tion possible, and I thank adoptive par-
ents and families for opening their
hearts and homes.

————

BUDGETARY REVISIONS

Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, section 3003
of H. Con. Res. 71, the concurrent reso-
lution on the budget for fiscal year
2018, allows the chairman of the Senate
Budget Committee to revise the alloca-
tions, aggregates and levels in the
budget resolution for legislation con-
sidered under the resolution’s rec-
onciliation instructions.

I find that S. Amdt. 1618 fulfills the
conditions found in section 3003 of H.
Con. Res. 71. Accordingly, I am revising
the allocations to the Committee on
Finance, the Committee on Energy and
Natural Resources, and other enforce-
able budgetary levels to account for
the budgetary effects of the amend-
ment.

I ask unanimous consent that the ac-
companying tables, which provide de-
tails about the adjustment, be printed
in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

BUDGET AGGREGATES—BUDGET AUTHORITY AND
OUTLAYS

(Pursuant to Section 311 of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 and Sec-
tion 3003 of H. Con. Res. 71, the Concurrent Resolution on the Budget for
Fiscal Year 2018)

$ in millions 2018
Current Aggregates:
Spending:
Budget Authority 3,089,061
Outlays 3,109,221
Adjustments:
Spending:
Budget Authority *
Outlays *
Revised Aggregates:
Spending:
Budget Authority 3,089,061
Outlays 3,109,221

*The Congressional Budget Office and Joint Committee on Taxation esti-
mate that this amendment would have an effect on direct spending but are
only able to provide a range between —$50 million and $50 million. This
adjustment allows for this range of budgetary change.

BUDGET AGGREGATE—REVENUES

(Pursuant to Section 311 of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 and Sec-
tion 3003 of H. Con. Res. 71, the Concurrent Resolution on the Budget for
Fiscal Year 2018)

$ in millions 2018 2018-2022 2018-2027
Current Aggregates:

Revenue ... 2,640,939 14,509,252 32,671,567
Adjustments:

Revenue —38,100  —975,500 —1,659,900
Revised Aggre

Revenue ... 2,602,839 13,533,752 31,011,667
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REVISION TO ALLOCATION TO THE COMMITTEE ON
FINANCE

(Pursuant to Section 302 of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 and Sec-
tion 3003 of H. Con. Res. 71, the Concurrent Resolution on the Budget for
Fiscal Year 2018)

$ in millions 2018 2018-2022  2018-2027
Current Allocation:
Budget Authority . 2,281,616 13,510,107 32,116,900
Outlays .......... 2,280,970 13,482,300 32,069,238
Adjustments:
Budget Authority . * —145,600 —218,800
Outlays ....... * —45600  —218,3800
Revised Allocation:
Budget Authority . 2,281,616 13,464,507 31,898,100
Outlays 2,280,970 13,436,700 31,850,438

*The Congressional Budget Office and Joint Committee on Taxation esti-
mate that this amendment would have an effect on direct spending but are
only able to provide a range between a —$50 million and $50 million. This
adjustment allows for this range of budgetary change.

REVISION TO ALLOCATION TO THE COMMITTEE ON ENERGY
AND NATURAL RESOURCES

(Pursuant to Section 302 of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 and Sec-
tion 3003 of H. Con. Res. 71, the Concurrent Resolution on the Budget for
Fiscal Year 2018)

$ in millions 2018 2018-2022  2018-2027
Current Allocation:
Budget Authority . 4,703 25212 49,342
Outlays 4,391 24,909 49,112
Adjustments:
Budget Authority . 0 —400 —1,100
Outlays ....... 0 —400 —1,100
Revised Allocation:
Budget Authority . 4,703 24812 48,242
Outlays 4,391 24,509 48,012

PAY-AS-YOU-GO SCORECARD FOR THE SENATE

(Pursuant to Section 4106 and Section 3003 of H. Con. Res. 71, the
Concurrent Resolution on the Budget for Fiscal Year 2018)

$ in millions Balances

Starting Balance:
Fiscal Year 2018 0
Fiscal Years 2017 through 2022 ... .
Fiscal Years 2017 through 2027 ....
Adjustments:

Fiscal Year 2018 38,100

Fiscal Years 2017 through 2022 ... 929,500

Fiscal Years 2017 through 2027 ... 1,440,000
Revised Balance:

Fiscal Year 2018 38,100

Fiscal Years 2017 through 2022 .... 929,500

Fiscal Years 2017 through 2027 ... 1,440,000

———

ARMS SALES NOTIFICATION

Mr. CORKER. Mr. President, section
36(b) of the Arms Export Control Act
requires that Congress receive prior no-
tification of certain proposed arms
sales as defined by that statute. Upon
such notification, the Congress has 30
calendar days during which the sale
may be reviewed. The provision stipu-
lates that, in the Senate, the notifica-
tion of proposed sales shall be sent to
the chairman of the Senate Foreign
Relations Committee.

In keeping with the committee’s in-
tention to see that relevant informa-
tion is available to the full Senate, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the RECORD the notifications which
have been received. If the cover letter
references a classified annex, then such
annex is available to all Senators in
the office of the Foreign Relations
Committee, room SD-423.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

DEFENSE SECURITY
COOPERATION AGENCY,
Arlington, VA.
Hon. BoB CORKER,
Chairman, Committee on Foreign Relations,
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Pursuant to the re-

porting requirements of Section 36(b)(1) of
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the Arms Export Control Act, as amended,
we are forwarding herewith Transmittal No.
17-58, concerning the Air Force’s proposed
Letter(s) of Offer and Acceptance to the Gov-
ernment of Singapore for defense articles
and services estimated to cost $381 million.
After this letter is delivered to your office,
we plan to issue a news release to notify the
public of this proposed sale.
Sincerely,
CHARLES W. HOOPER,
Lieutenant General, USA, Director.
Enclosures.

TRANSMITTAL NO. 17-58

Notice of Proposed Issuance of Letter of
Offer Pursuant to Section 36(b)(1) of the
Arms Export Control Act, as amended

(i) Prospective Purchaser: Government of
Singapore.

(ii) Total Estimated Value:

Major Defense Equipment* $13 million.

Other $402 million.

Total $415 million.

(iii) Description and Quantity or Quan-
tities of Articles or Services under Consider-
ation for Purchase: Follow-on support and
services related to Singapore’s Continental
United States (CONUS) F-15 detachment
PEACE CARVIN V.

Major Defense Equipment (MDE):

Forty (40) GBU-10 Paveway II Laser Guided
Bomb (LGB) Units, consisting of: MXU-651B/
B Air Foil Groups (AFG), MAU-209C/B or
MAU-1691/B Computer Control Groups
(CCG), MK-84 or BLLU-117B/B Bomb Bodies.

Eighty four (84) GBU-12 Paveway II LGB
Units, consisting of: MXU-650C/B AFG,
MAU-209CM or MAU-168UB CCGs, MK-82 or
BLU-111B/B Bomb Bodies.

Sixty (60) FMU-152 or FMU-139D/B Fuzes.

Non-MDE: Also included are AIM-120 Te-
lemetry Kits; target drones; High-Bandwidth
Compact Telemetry Module Kkits; exercise
participation support; weapons, Electronic
Combat International Security Assistance
Program (ECISAP), and systems support;
medical support; vehicle and ferry support;
airlift and aerial refueling; individual equip-
ment; maintenance, spare and repair parts;
publications and technical documentation;
personnel training and training equipment;
U.S. Government and contractor, logistics,
and technical support services; and other re-
lated elements of logistical and program sup-
port.

(iv) Military Department: Air Force (SN-
D-NAG).

(v) Prior Related Cases, if any: SN-D-NDA.

(vi) Sales Commission, Fee, etc., Paid. Of-
fered, or Agreed to be Paid: None.

(vii) Sensitivity of Technology Contained
in the Defense Article or Defense Services
Proposed to be Sold: See Attached Annex.

(viii) Date Report Delivered to Congress:
November 29, 2017.

*As defined in Section 47(6) of the Arms
Export Control Act.

POLICY JUSTIFICATION

Singapore—Follow-On Support for PEACE
CARVIN V (F-15 Training Detachment)

The Government of Singapore has re-
quested to purchase forty (40) GBU-10
Paveway II Laser Guided Bomb (LGB) units,
consisting of: MXU-651B/B Air Foil Groups
(AFG), MAU-209C/B or MAU-169L/B Com-
puter Control Groups (CCG), MK-84 or BLU-
117B/B bomb bodies; eighty four (84) GBU-12
Paveway II LGB units, consisting of: MXU-
650C/B AFG, MAU-209C/B or MAU-168L/B
CCGs, MK-82 or BLU-111B/B bomb bodies;
and sixty (60) FMU-152 or FMU-139D/B fuzes.
Also included are AIM-120 Telemetry Kits;
target drones; High-Bandwidth Compact Te-
lemetry Module Kkits; exercise participation
support; weapons, Electronic Combat Inter-
national Security Assistance Program
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(ECISAP), and systems support; medical sup-
port; vehicle and ferry support; airlift and
aerial refueling; individual equipment; main-
tenance, spare and repair parts; publications
and technical documentation; personnel
training and training equipment; U.S. Gov-
ernment and contractor, logistics, and tech-
nical support services; and other related ele-
ments of logistical and program support. The
estimated cost is $415 million.

This proposed sale will contribute to the
foreign policy and national security of the
United States by helping to improve the se-
curity of a critical regional partner that has
been, and continues to be, an important
force for economic progress in Southeast
Asia.

This potential sale will continue to im-
prove Singapore’s ability to develop mission-
ready and experienced pilots to support its
F-15 aircraft inventory. The well-established
pilot proficiency training program at Moun-
tain Home Air Force Base will support pro-
fessional interaction and enhance oper-
ational interoperability with U.S. Forces.
Singapore will have no difficulty absorbing
this equipment and support into its armed
forces.

The proposed sale of this equipment and
support will not alter the basic military bal-
ance in the region.

There is no prime contractor involved in
this proposed sale. Manpower support will be
determined through competition with de-
fense articles anticipated to come from U.S.
stocks, as needed. Sources of supply will
award contracts when necessary to provide
the defense articles if items are not available
from U.S. stock or are considered long lead-
time away. There are no known offset agree-
ments proposed in connection with this po-
tential sale.

Implementation of this proposed sale will
not require the assignment of any additional
U.S. Government or contractor representa-
tives to Singapore.

There will be no adverse impact on U.S. de-
fense readiness as a result of this proposed
sale.

TRANSMITTAL NO. 17-58
Notice of Proposed Issuance of Letter of
Offer Pursuant to Section 36(b)(1) of the
Arms Export Control Act
Annex Item No. vii

(vii) Sensitivity of Technology:

1. This potential sale will involve the re-
lease of sensitive technology to the Govern-
ment of Singapore, including Paveway II
(PWII) Laser Guided Bombs (LGB) GBU-10
and -12. The PWII LGBUs have an overall ex-
port classification of CONFIDENTIAL. The
related subcomponents: MXU-209 C/B or
MAU-169 L/B control and guidance Kits,
FMU-152 or FMU-139D/B fuzes, MK-82 or
BLU-111 B/B bomb bodies, and MK-84 or
BLU-117 B/B bomb bodies are UNCLASSI-
FIED.

2. The PWII LGB, is a maneuverable, free-
fall weapon that guides to a spot of laser en-
ergy reflected off of the target. The LGB is
delivered like a normal general purpose (GP)
bomb and the semi-active guidance corrects
for many of the normal errors inherent in
any delivery system. Laser designation for
the LGB can be provided by a variety of laser
target markers or designators. An LGB con-
sists of a Computer Control Group (CCG)
that is not warhead specific and warhead
specific Air Foil Group (AFG) that attaches
to the nose and tail of a GP bomb body. The
PWII can use either the FMU-152 or FMU-
139D/B fuzes. Singapore currently has FMU-
1562 fuzes available and will be purchasing ad-
ditional compatible fuzes to support new mu-
nitions requirements.

a. GBU-10 is a 2,0001b (MK-84 or BLU-117 B/
B) GP bomb body fitted with the MXU-651
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AFG, and MAU-209C/B or MAU-169 L/B CCG
to guide to its laser designated target.

b. GBU-12 is a 5001b (MK-82 or BLU-111 B/
B) GP bomb body fitted with the MXU-650
AFG, and MAU-209C/B or MAU-168L/B CCGs
to guide to its laser designated target.

3. FMU-152 fuzes are a multifunction, mul-
tiple delay fuze system with hardened target
capabilities that provide arming and fuzing
functions for general purpose and pene-
trating, unitary warheads. The fuze can set
or reset during munitions buildup, aircraft
loading, ground servicing, or during flight
from the cockpit. The system includes the
fuze, closure ring, FZU-63 initiator, and
power cable. The hardware is UNCLASSI-
FIED.

4. AIM-120 Telemetry Kits Non-Develop-
ment Item/Airborne Instrument Units (NDI/
AIU) hardware are UNCLASSIFIED. The
NDU/AIU includes a telemetry transmitter, a
flight termination system, a C-band beacon
and upper S-band capability to include an-
tenna. The NDI/AIU will be used for Singa-
pore’s participation in Continental United
States (CONUS) based exercises and shall not
be released, transferred, or exported to
Singapore. All data shall only be collected,
transmitted or reviewed by qualified U.S.
personnel.

5. The High-Bandwidth Compact Telemetry
Modules (HCTM) and Telemetry Cable Kits
hardware are UNCLASSIFIED. HCTM are
used for Joint Direct Attack Munition inte-
gration, developmental, or operational test-
ing; and will be used for Singapore’s partici-
pation in Continental TUnited States
(CONUS) based exercises and shall not be re-
leased, transferred, or exported to Singapore.
All data shall only be collected, transmitted
or reviewed by qualified U.S. personnel.

6. If a technologically advanced adversary
were to obtain knowledge of the specific
hardware and software elements, the infor-
mation could be used to develop counter-
measures that might reduce weapon system
effectiveness or be used in the development
of a system with similar or advanced capa-
bilities.

7. A determination has been made that
Singapore can provide substantially the
same degree of protection for the sensitive
technology being released as the U.S. Gov-
ernment. This proposed sale is necessary to
further the U.S. foreign policy and national
security objectives outlined in the Policy
Justification.

8. All defense articles and services listed on
this transmittal are authorized for release
and export to the Government of Singapore.

——
WORLD AIDS DAY

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. President, today I
wish to recognize World AIDS Day.
There was a time when Congress could
put bitter partisan rancor and finger-
pointing blame games aside and unite-
around a cause. We did so to fight HIV/
AIDS globally. Since 2003, the Presi-
dent’s Plan for Emergency AIDS Re-
lief, PEPFAR, has meant the difference
between life and death for millions of
people. In fact, just last year, I met a
30-year-old man named Simon in Na-
mibia who said he would not be alive
without the international community’s
HIV/AIDS assistance. With the gen-
erous support of the American people,
the U.S. Government has committed
more than $70 billion to bilateral HIV/
AIDS programs; the Global Fund to
Fight AIDS, Tuberculosis and Malaria;
and Dbilateral tuberculosis programs
since the program’s inception.
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We cannot declare victory yet—far
from it. Only one-half of the 37 million
people in the world living with HIV are
receiving treatment. Globally, young
women are twice as likely to acquire
HIV as their male counterparts. One
million people still died from AIDS-re-
lated illnesses worldwide in 2016. Let us
not forget that people here in the
United States are not immune. In
Maryland, for instance, the most re-
cent data indicate that, in 2016, almost
36,000 people were living with HIV/
AIDS, and the State had the fifth high-
est rate of new HIV infections in the
country.

For the past 15 years, Congress has
shown strong commitment and moral
leadership by providing robust funding
for PEPFAR and regularly reauthor-
izing the program. Signals from the
Trump administration, however, indi-
cate that this partnership may be fray-
ing, putting lives and epidemic control
at risk.

President Trump’s fiscal year 2018
budget request proposed cutting fund-
ing for PEPFAR and the Global Fund
to Fight AIDS, Tuberculosis and Ma-
laria by more than $1 billion. These
cuts, if enacted, could deny lifesaving
treatment to men, women, and chil-
dren. These cuts, if enacted, could halt
our progress to achieving epidemic
control. These cuts, if enacted, will
harm millions of people.

Congress must remain resolved not
only to protect our investment, but to
continue building on our progress thus
far.

I call on the Trump administration
to join us in facing the challenge of
HIV/AIDS head-on, without politics
and without posturing, as we consider
PEPFAR reauthorization. The admin-
istration’s proposal to extend the Mex-
ico City policy, often referred to as the
global gag rule, may hamstring the
very organizations providing lifesaving
prevention, detection, and treatment
services.

The Trump administration’s proposal
to cut tuberculosis funding by more
than 25 percent, if enacted, will further
frustrate efforts to raise resources to
combat this global killer; TB is the
world’s leading infectious disease Killer
and is the primary cause of death for
people coinfected with HIV/AIDS. In-
stead of proposing cuts, the Trump ad-
ministration should be demonstrating
continued support for the Global Fund
for AIDS, Tuberculosis and Malaria.
The Global Fund has saved 22 million
lives since it was established. Currency
fluctuations are complicating U.S. con-
tributions to the Global Fund and, ac-
cording to some estimates, could lead
to U.S. funding being cut dear by up to
$450 million in fiscal year 2019. We ab-
solutely cannot allow such a thing to
happen.

World AIDS Day should be a day of
sober commemoration; but it should
also be a day of hope. Success in the
fight against HIV/AIDS is within our
grasp.

Amid today’s tweetstorms and con-
troversies, it is easy to overlook the
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fact that, when this body is at its best,
it has the power to change the course
of history. Success is possible. Cutting
funding now—shrinking from our com-
mitment now, instead of sustaining
it—will negate the investments and
progress we have made so far. We owe
it to people like Simon, to their fami-
lies, and to millions of others dealing
with the scourge of HIV/AIDS to keep
working toward a world free of the dis-
ease.

———

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS

30TH ANNIVERSARY OF DAMIANI
STORES

e Mr. RUBIO. Mr. President, I would
like to congratulate Damiani Stores on
their 30th anniversary of providing
south Florida with exceptional service
and quality men’s clothing. With three
locations serving the south Florida
area, Damiani is an example of a suc-
cessful local business, one that started
by selling suits out of the owner’s vehi-
cle in 1987. They uphold a strong, long-
standing reputation of prestige in our
community, and I have no doubt they
will see many more years of continued
success.®

————

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Messages from the President of the
United States were communicated to
the Senate by Ms. Cuccia, one of his
secretaries.

———

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

As in executive session the Presiding
Officer laid before the Senate messages
from the President of the TUnited
States submitting sundry nominations
and a withdrawal which were referred
to the appropriate committees.

(The messages received today are
printed at the end of the Senate pro-
ceedings.)

———

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

At 12:04 p.m., a message from the
House of Representatives, delivered by
Mrs. Cole, one of its reading clerks, an-
nounced that the House has passed the
following bills, in which it requests the
concurrence of the Senate:

H.R. 995. An act to direct the Secretary of
Agriculture and the Secretary of the Interior
to modernize terms in certain regulations.

H.R. 1491. An act to reaffirm the action of
the Secretary of the Interior to take land
into trust for the benefit of the Santa Ynez
Band of Chumash Mission Indians, and for
other purposes.

H.R. 2228. An act to provide support for law
enforcement agency efforts to protect the
mental health and well-being of law enforce-
ment officers, and for other purposes.

H.R. 2615. An act to authorize the exchange
of certain land located in Gulf Islands Na-
tional Seashore, Jackson County, Mis-
sissippi, between the National Park Service
and the Veterans of Foreign Wars, and for
other purposes.
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H.R. 2768. An act to designate certain
mountain peaks in the State of Colorado as
“Fowler Peak” and ‘‘Boskoff Peak’.

H.R. 3115. An act to provide for a land ex-
change involving Federal land in the Supe-
rior National Forest in Minnesota acquired
by the Secretary of Agriculture through the
Weeks Law, and for other purposes.

———

MEASURES REFERRED

The following bills were read the first
and the second times by unanimous
consent, and referred as indicated:

H.R. 995. An act to direct the Secretary of
Agriculture and the Secretary of the Interior
to modernize terms in certain regulations; to
the Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources.

H.R. 1491. An act to reaffirm the action of
the Secretary of the Interior to take land
into trust for the benefit of the Santa Ynez
Band of Chumash Mission Indians, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Indian
Affairs.

H.R. 2228. An act to provide support for law
enforcement agency efforts to protect the
mental health and well-being of law enforce-
ment officers, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R. 2615. An act to authorize the exchange
of certain land located in Gulf Islands Na-
tional Seashore, Jackson County, Mis-
sissippi, between the National Park Service
and the Veterans of Foreign Wars, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Energy
and Natural Resources.

H.R. 2768. An act to designate certain
mountain peaks in the State of Colorado as
“Fowler Peak” and ‘‘Boskoff Peak’; to the
Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources.

H.R. 3115. An act to provide for a land ex-
change involving Federal land in the Supe-
rior National Forest in Minnesota acquired
by the Secretary of Agriculture through the
Weeks Law, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and
Forestry.

———

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF
COMMITTEE

The following executive reports of
nominations were submitted:

By Mr. BARRASSO for the Committee on
Environment and Public Works.

*Andrew Wheeler, of Virginia, to be Deputy
Administrator of the Environmental Protec-
tion Agency.

*Kathleen Hartnett White, of Texas, to be
a Member of the Council on Environmental
Quality.

*Nomination was reported with rec-
ommendation that it be confirmed sub-
ject to the nominee’s commitment to
respond to requests to appear and tes-
tify before any duly constituted com-
mittee of the Senate.

————

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND
JOINT RESOLUTIONS

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first
and second times by unanimous con-
sent, and referred as indicated:

By Mr. WYDEN (for himself, Mr. RUBIO,
and Mr. WARNER):

S. 2169. A bill to establish a new higher
education data system to allow for more ac-
curate, complete, and secure data on student
retention, graduation, and earnings out-
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comes, at all levels of postsecondary enroll-
ment, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Health, Education, Labor, and
Pensions.

By Ms. CORTEZ MASTO:

S. 2170. A Dbill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to repeal the deduction for
local lobbying expenses; to the Committee
on Finance.

By Mr. ENZI:

S. 2171. A Dbill to amend the Consumer Fi-
nancial Protection Act of 2010 to set the rate
of pay for employees of the Bureau of Con-
sumer Financial Protection in accordance
with the General Schedule; to the Com-
mittee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Af-
fairs.

By Ms. WARREN (for herself, Mr.
BROWN, Mrs. GILLIBRAND, Mr.
FRANKEN, Ms. BALDWIN, Mr. SANDERS,
and Ms. HARRIS):

S. 2172. A bill to authorize the collection of
supplemental payments to increase congres-
sional investments in medical research, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions.

By Mr. CORNYN (for himself and Ms.
HARRIS):

S. 2173. A bill to amend subpart 2 of part B
of title IV of the Social Security Act to ex-
tend State court funding for child welfare,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Finance.

———

SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND
SENATE RESOLUTIONS

The following concurrent resolutions
and Senate resolutions were read, and
referred (or acted upon), as indicated:

By Mr. NELSON (for himself, Mr.
RUBIO, Mr. DURBIN, Mr. CRUZ, Mr.
MARKEY, Ms. DUCKWORTH, and Mr.
THUNE):

S. Res. 344. A resolution honoring the life
and achievements of Dr. Robert Lawrence
Jr.; considered and agreed to.

————

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS

S. 414
At the request of Mr. HELLER, the
name of the Senator from Nevada (Ms.
CORTEZ MASTO) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 414, a bill to promote con-
servation, improve public land manage-
ment, and provide for sensible develop-
ment in Pershing County, Nevada, and
for other purposes.
S. 1027
At the request of Mr. HATCH, the
names of the Senator from Hawaii (Ms.
HIRONO), the Senator from Illinois (Ms.
DUCKWORTH) and the Senator from New
Hampshire (Ms. HASSAN) were added as
cosponsors of S. 1027, a bill to extend
the Secure Rural Schools and Commu-
nity Self-Determination Act of 2000.
S. 1161
At the request of Ms. DUCKWORTH,
the name of the Senator from Michigan
(Ms. STABENOW) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 1161, a bill to amend title 38,
United States Code, to eliminate co-
payments by the Department of Vet-
erans Affairs for medicines relating to
preventative health services, and for
other purposes.
S. 1256
At the request of Mr. MARKEY, the
name of the Senator from Michigan
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(Mr. PETERS) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 12566, a bill to award a Congres-
sional Gold Medal to the 23d Head-
quarters, Special Troops and the 3133d
Signal Service Company in recognition
of their unique and distinguished serv-
ice as a ‘‘Ghost Army’’ that conducted
deception operations in Europe during
World War II.
S. 1591
At the request of Mr. VAN HOLLEN,
the name of the Senator from Con-
necticut (Mr. BLUMENTHAL) was added
as a cosponsor of S. 1591, a bill to im-
pose sanctions with respect to the
Democratic People’s Republic of Korea,
and for other purposes.
S. 1806
At the request of Mrs. MURRAY, the
name of the Senator from Vermont
(Mr. SANDERS) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 1806, a bill to amend the Child
Care and Development Block Grant Act
of 1990 and the Head Start Act to pro-
mote child care and early learning, and
for other purposes.
S. 1911
At the request of Mr. MANCHIN, the
name of the Senator from Alaska (Mr.
SULLIVAN) was added as a cosponsor of
S. 1911, a bill to amend the Surface
Mining Control and Reclamation Act of
1977 to transfer certain funds to the
1974 United Mine Workers of America
Pension Plan, and for other purposes.
S. 2098
At the request of Mr. CORNYN, the
name of the Senator from Maine (Ms.
CoOLLINS) was added as a cosponsor of S.
2098, a bill to modernize and strengthen
the Committee on Foreign Investment
in the United States to more effec-
tively guard against the risk to the na-
tional security of the United States
posed by certain types of foreign in-
vestment, and for other purposes.
S. 2101
At the request of Mr. DONNELLY, the
name of the Senator from Michigan
(Mr. PETERS) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 2101, a bill to award a Congres-
sional Gold Medal, collectively, to the
crew of the USS Indianapolis, in rec-
ognition of their perseverance, bravery,
and service to the United States.
S. 2135
At the request of Mr. CORNYN, the
names of the Senator from Colorado
(Mr. BENNET) and the Senator from
Wisconsin (Mr. JOHNSON) were added as
cosponsors of S. 2135, a bill to enforce
current law regarding the National In-
stant Criminal Background Check Sys-
tem.
S. 2143
At the request of Mrs. MURRAY, the
names of the Senator from Illinois (Mr.
DURBIN) and the Senator from New Jer-
sey (Mr. MENENDEZ) were added as co-
sponsors of S. 2143, a bill to amend the
National Labor Relations Act to
strengthen protections for employees
wishing to advocate for improved
wages, hours, or other terms or condi-
tions of employment, to expand cov-
erage under such Act, to provide a
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process for achieving initial collective
bargaining agreements, and to provide
for stronger remedies for interference
with these rights, and for other pur-
poses.
S. 2159
At the request of Mrs. GILLIBRAND,
the names of the Senator from Con-
necticut (Mr. MURPHY), the Senator
from Illinois (Mr. DURBIN) and the Sen-
ator from New Mexico (Mr. UDALL)
were added as cosponsors of S. 2159, a
bill to require covered harassment and
covered discrimination awareness and
prevention training for Members, offi-
cers, employees, interns, fellows, and
detailees of Congress within 30 days of
employment and annually thereafter,
to require a biennial climate survey of
Congress, to amend the enforcement
process under the Office of Congres-
sional Workplace Rights for covered
harassment and covered discrimination
complaints, and for other purposes.
S. RES. 138
At the request of Mr. CORNYN, the
name of the Senator from South Da-
kota (Mr. ROUNDS) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. Res. 138, a resolution hon-
oring National Former Prisoner of War
Recognition Day on April 9, 2017, and
commemorating the 75th anniversary
of the fall of Bataan.
S. RES. 220
At the request of Mr. MENENDEZ, the
name of the Senator from Michigan
(Ms. STABENOW) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. Res. 220, a resolution express-
ing solidarity with Falun Gong practi-
tioners who have lost lives, freedoms,
and rights for adhering to their beliefs
and practices and condemning the
practice of non-consenting organ har-
vesting, and for other purposes.
S. RES. 319
At the request of Mr. BROWN, the
name of the Senator from West Vir-
ginia (Mrs. CAPITO) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. Res. 319, a resolution sup-
porting the goals, activities, and ideals
of Prematurity Awareness Month.
———

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

By Mr. CORNYN (for himself and
Ms. HARRIS):

S. 2173. A bill to amend subpart 2 of
part B of title IV of the Social Security
Act to extend State court funding for
child welfare, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Finance.

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the text of the
bill be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the text of
the bill was ordered to be printed in
the RECORD, as follows:

S. 2173

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘“‘Continu-
ation of Useful Resources to States Act’ or
“COURTS Act”.
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SEC. 2. EXTENSION OF STATE COURT FUNDING
FOR CHILD WELFARE.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 436(a) of the So-
cial Security Act (42 U.S.C. 629f) is amended
by striking ‘2012 through 2016”° and inserting
‘2018 through 2022,

(b) PROGRAM CHANGES.—Section 438 of such
Act (42 U.S.C. 629h) is amended—

(1) in subsection (a)—

(A) in paragraph (2)—

(i) in subparagraph (A), by inserting ‘‘in a
timely and complete manner’ before ‘‘, as
set forth’’; and

(ii) in subparagraph (C), by striking the
semicolon and inserting ¢, including by
training judges, attorneys, and other legal
personnel.”’; and

(B) by striking paragraphs (3) and (4);

(2) in subsection (b)—

(A) by striking paragraph (2);

(B) by striking all that precedes ‘‘be eligi-
ble to receive’ and inserting the following:

““(b) APPLICATIONS.—In order to’’; and

(C) in the matter preceding paragraph (2)—

(i) by moving the matter 2 ems to the left;

(ii) in subparagraph (A)—

(I) by striking ‘‘(A) in the case of a grant
for the purpose described in subsection
(a)(3),” and inserting ‘“(1)”’; and

(II) by inserting ‘‘use not less than 30 per-
cent of grant funds to’’ before ‘‘collaborate’’;

(iii) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘‘(B)
in the case of a grant for the purpose de-
scribed in subsection (a)(4),” and inserting
“(2)”; and

(iv) in subparagraph (C), by striking ‘(C) in
the case of a grant for the purpose described
in subsection (a),”” and inserting ‘“(3)’’;

(3) by striking subsection (¢) and inserting
the following:

‘‘(c) AMOUNT OF GRANT.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—From the amounts re-
served under sections 436(b)(2) and 437(b)(2)
for a fiscal year, each highest State court
that has an application approved under this
section for the fiscal year shall be entitled to
payment of an amount equal to the sum of—

““(A) $255,000; and

‘“(B) the amount described in paragraph (2)
with respect to the court and the fiscal year.

‘(2) AMOUNT DESCRIBED.—The amount de-
scribed in this paragraph with respect to a
court and a fiscal year is the amount that
bears the same ratio to the total of the
amounts reserved under sections 436(b)(2)
and 437(b)(2) for grants under this section for
the fiscal year (after applying paragraphs
(1)(A) and (3) of this subsection) as the num-
ber of individuals in the State in which the
court is located who have not attained 21
years of age bears to the total number of
such individuals in all States with a highest
State court that has an approved application
under this section for the fiscal year.

‘‘(3) INDIAN TRIBES.—From the amounts re-
served under section 436(b)(2) for a fiscal
year, the Secretary shall, before applying
paragraph (1) of this subsection, allocate
$1,000,000 for grants to be awarded on a com-
petitive basis among the highest courts of
Indian tribes or tribal consortia that—

‘“(A) are operating a program under part E,
in accordance with section 479B;

‘“(B) are seeking to operate a program
under part E and have received an implemen-
tation grant under section 476; or

‘“(C) have a court responsible for pro-
ceedings related to foster care or adoption.”’;

(4) in subsection (d), by striking 2012
through 2016 and inserting ‘2018 through
2022°; and

(5) by striking subsection (e).

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments

made by this section shall take effect on Oc-
tober 1, 2017.
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SUBMITTED RESOLUTIONS

SENATE RESOLUTION  344—HON-
ORING THE LIFE AND ACHIEVE-
MENTS OF DR. ROBERT LAW-
RENCE JR

Mr. NELSON (for himself, Mr. RUBIO,
Mr. DURBIN, Mr. CRUZ, Mr. MARKEY,
Ms. DUCKWORTH, and Mr. THUNE) sub-
mitted the following resolution; which
was considered and agreed to:

S. RES. 344

Whereas Robert Lawrence was born on Oc-
tober 2, 1935, in Chicago, Illinois and grad-
uated from Englewood High School at the
age of 16;

Whereas Robert Lawrence began his Air
Force career in the Reserve Officer Training
Corps when he was a teenager attending
Bradley University;

Whereas Robert Lawrence received an un-
dergraduate degree in chemistry from Brad-
ley University in 1956;

Whereas Robert Lawrence was commis-
sioned a second lieutenant into the U.S. Air
Force upon graduation at age 20;

Whereas Robert Lawrence completed flight
training at Malden Air Force Base in 1956
and was designated a U.S. Air Force pilot;

Whereas Robert Lawrence was assigned as
an instructor pilot for the German air force,
flying T-33 trainers at Furstenfeldbruck Air
Base near Munich;

Whereas Robert Lawrence accrued over
2,500 hours of flight time with 2,000 of those
hours in jets;

Whereas Robert Lawrence earned his Ph.D.
in 1965, after delivering his doctoral disserta-
tion entitled ‘‘The Mechanism of the Tritium
Beta-Ray Induced Exchange Reactions of
Deuterium with Methane and Ethane in the
Gas Phase’’;

Whereas Robert Lawrence was selected as
an astronaut in the Department of Defense’s
Manned Orbital Laboratory in 1967;

Whereas Robert Lawrence was instru-
mental in compiling flight maneuver data
that was used in the development of the
Space Shuttle for the National Aeronautics
and Space Administration; and

Whereas on December 8, 1967, Robert Law-
rence died in a crash of an F-104 Starfighter
at Edwards Air Force Base, leaving behind
an inspiring career in the STEM field and
spaceflight awareness to encourage a genera-
tion of young scientists and astronauts: Now,
therefore, be it

Resolved, That the Senate honors the life of
Dr. Robert Lawrence Jr., an Air Force Major,
test pilot, and the first African-American as-
tronaut selected for spaceflight.

———

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED AND
PROPOSED

SA 1588. Mrs. ERNST submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by her to the
bill H.R. 1, to provide for reconciliation pur-
suant to titles IT and V of the concurrent res-
olution on the budget for fiscal year 2018;
which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 1589. Mrs. ERNST (for herself and Mrs.
CAPITO) submitted an amendment intended
to be proposed by her to the bill H.R. 1,
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 1590. Ms. COLLINS submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by her
to the bill H.R. 1, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 1591. Ms. COLLINS submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by her
to the bill H.R. 1, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 1592, Mr. LANKFORD submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
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to the bill H.R. 1, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 1593. Mr. LANKFORD submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill H.R. 1, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 1594. Mr. GRAHAM (for himself and Mr.
ISAKSON) submitted an amendment intended
to be proposed by him to the bill H.R. 1,
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 1595, Mr. GRAHAM submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill H.R. 1, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 1596. Mr. GRAHAM submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill H.R. 1, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 1597. Mr. GRAHAM submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill H.R. 1, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 1598. Ms. COLLINS (for herself and Mr.
PORTMAN) submitted an amendment intended
to be proposed by her to the bill H.R. 1,
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 1599. Mr. INHOFE (for himself, Mr.
BLUNT, Mr. LANKFORD, and Mr. CRUZ) sub-
mitted an amendment intended to be pro-
posed by him to the bill H.R. 1, supra; which
was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 1600. Mr. INHOFE submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill H.R. 1, supra; which was ordered to lie on
the table.

SA 1601. Mr. INHOFE (for himself and Mr.
BLUNT) submitted an amendment intended to
be proposed by him to the bill H.R. 1, supra;
which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 1602. Mr. INHOFE submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill H.R. 1, supra; which was ordered to lie on
the table.

SA 1603. Mr. INHOFE submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill H.R. 1, supra; which was ordered to lie on
the table.

SA 1604. Mr. INHOFE submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill H.R. 1, supra; which was ordered to lie on
the table.

SA 1605. Mr. RUBIO (for himself and Mr.
LEE) submitted an amendment intended to
be proposed by him to the bill H.R. 1, supra;
which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 1606. Mr. RUBIO (for himself and Mr.
LEE) submitted an amendment intended to
be proposed by him to the bill H.R. 1, supra;
which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 1607. Mr. GARDNER submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill H.R. 1, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 1608. Mr. GARDNER submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill H.R. 1, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 1609. Mr. GARDNER submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill H.R. 1, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 1610. Mr. GARDNER submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill H.R. 1, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 1611. Ms. COLLINS submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by her
to the bill H.R. 1, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 1612, Ms. COLLINS submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by her
to the bill H.R. 1, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 1613. Ms. COLLINS submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by her
to the bill H.R. 1, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 1614. Ms. COLLINS submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by her
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to the bill H.R. 1, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 1615. Mr. HELLER (for himself and Mr.
CORNYN) submitted an amendment intended
to be proposed by him to the bill H.R. 1,
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 1616. Mr. HELLER submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill H.R. 1, supra; which was ordered to lie on
the table.

SA 1617. Mr. HELLER submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill H.R. 1, supra; which was ordered to lie on
the table.

SA 1618. Mr. MCCONNELL (for Mr. HATCH
(for himself and Ms. MURKOWSKI)) proposed
an amendment to the bill H.R. 1, supra.

SA 1619. Mr. DAINES (for himself and Ms.
MURKOWSKI) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed to amendment SA 1618
proposed by Mr. McCONNELL (for Mr. HATCH
(for himself and Ms. MURKOWSKI)) to the bill
H.R. 1, supra; which was ordered to lie on the
table.

SA 1620. Mr. INHOFE submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed to amendment
SA 1618 proposed by Mr. McCONNELL (for Mr.
HATCH (for himself and Ms. MURKOWSKI)) to
the bill H.R. 1, supra; which was ordered to
lie on the table.

SA 1621. Mr. INHOFE submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed to amendment
SA 1618 proposed by Mr. MCCONNELL (for Mr.
HATCH (for himself and Ms. MURKOWSKI)) to
the bill H.R. 1, supra; which was ordered to
lie on the table.

SA 1622. Mr. PAUL (for himself and Mr.
KENNEDY) submitted an amendment intended
to be proposed to amendment SA 1618 pro-
posed by Mr. MCcCONNELL (for Mr. HATCH (for
himself and Ms. MURKOWSKI)) to the bill H.R.
1, supra; which was ordered to lie on the
table.

SA 1623. Mr. PAUL (for himself and Mr.
WICKER) submitted an amendment intended
to be proposed to amendment SA 1618 pro-
posed by Mr. MCcCONNELL (for Mr. HATCH (for
himself and Ms. MURKOWSKI)) to the bill H.R.
1, supra; which was ordered to lie on the
table.

SA 1624. Mr. HOEVEN submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed to
amendment SA 1618 proposed by Mr. McCON-
NELL (for Mr. HATCH (for himself and Ms.
MURKOWSKI)) to the bill H.R. 1, supra; which
was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 1625. Mr. HOEVEN (for himself, Mr.
DAINES, and Mr. WICKER) submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed to
amendment SA 1618 proposed by Mr. McCON-
NELL (for Mr. HATCH (for himself and Ms.
MURKOWSKI)) to the bill H.R. 1, supra; which
was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 1626. Mr. DAINES submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed to amendment
SA 1618 proposed by Mr. MCCONNELL (for Mr.
HATCH (for himself and Ms. MURKOWSKI)) to
the bill H.R. 1, supra; which was ordered to
lie on the table.

SA 1627. Mr. CORNYN (for himself, Mr.
INHOFE, and Mr. ROBERTS) submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed to
amendment SA 1618 proposed by Mr. McCON-
NELL (for Mr. HATCH (for himself and Ms.
MURKOWSKI)) to the bill H.R. 1, supra; which
was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 1628. Mr. CORNYN (for himself and Mr.
CASSIDY) submitted an amendment intended
to be proposed to amendment SA 1618 pro-
posed by Mr. McCONNELL (for Mr. HATCH (for
himself and Ms. MURKOWSKI)) to the bill H.R.
1, supra; which was ordered to lie on the
table.

SA 1629. Ms. MURKOWSKI submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed to
amendment SA 1618 proposed by Mr. McCON-
NELL (for Mr. HATCH (for himself and Ms.
MURKOWSKI)) to the bill H.R. 1, supra; which
was ordered to lie on the table.
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SA 1630. Ms. MURKOWSKI submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed to
amendment SA 1618 proposed by Mr. McCON-
NELL (for Mr. HATCH (for himself and Ms.
MURKOWSKI)) to the bill H.R. 1, supra; which
was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 1631. Mr. ROBERTS (for himself, Mr.
THUNE, and Mr. GRASSLEY) submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill H.R. 1, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 1632. Mr. ROBERTS submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill H.R. 1, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 1633. Mr. ISAKSON (for himself, Mr.
PERDUE, Mr. GRAHAM, Mr. ScoTT, Mr.
SHELBY, and Mr. STRANGE) submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill H.R. 1, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 1634. Mr. DAINES submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed to amendment
SA 1618 proposed by Mr. MCCONNELL (for Mr.
HATCH (for himself and Ms. MURKOWSKI)) to
the bill H.R. 1, supra; which was ordered to
lie on the table.

SA 1635. Mr. DURBIN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed to amendment
SA 1618 proposed by Mr. MCCONNELL (for Mr.
HATCH (for himself and Ms. MURKOWSKI)) to
the bill H.R. 1, supra; which was ordered to
lie on the table.

SA 1636. Mr. DURBIN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed to amendment
SA 1618 proposed by Mr. MCcCONNELL (for Mr.
HATCH (for himself and Ms. MURKOWSKI)) to
the bill H.R. 1, supra; which was ordered to
lie on the table.

SA 1637. Mr. McCONNELL (for Mr. HOEVEN)
proposed an amendment to the bill S. 254, to
amend the Native American Programs Act of
1974 to provide flexibility and reauthoriza-
tion to ensure the survival and continuing
vitality of Native American languages.

SA 1638. Mr. McCONNELL (for Mr. HOEVEN)
proposed an amendment to the bill S. 669, to
authorize the Secretary of the Interior to as-
sess sanitation and safety conditions at Bu-
reau of Indian Affairs facilities that were
constructed to provide affected Columbia
River Treaty tribes access to traditional
fishing grounds and expend funds on con-
struction of facilities and structures to im-
prove those conditions, and for other pur-

poses.
SA 1639. Mr. GARDNER submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed to

amendment SA 1618 proposed by Mr. McCON-
NELL (for Mr. HATCH (for himself and Ms.
MURKOWSKI)) to the bill H.R. 1, to provide for
reconciliation pursuant to titles II and V of
the concurrent resolution on the budget for
fiscal year 2018; which was ordered to lie on
the table.

SA 1640. Mr. GARDNER submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed to
amendment SA 1618 proposed by Mr. McCON-
NELL (for Mr. HATCH (for himself and Ms.
MURKOWSKI)) to the bill H.R. 1, supra; which
was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 1641. Mr. RUBIO (for himself and Mr.
LEE) submitted an amendment intended to
be proposed to amendment SA 1618 proposed
by Mr. McCONNELL (for Mr. HATCH (for him-
self and Ms. MURKOWSKI)) to the bill H.R. 1,
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 1642. Mr. RUBIO (for himself and Mr.
LEE) submitted an amendment intended to
be proposed to amendment SA 1618 proposed
by Mr. McCONNELL (for Mr. HATCH (for him-
self and Ms. MURKOWSKI)) to the bill H.R. 1,
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 1643. Mr. BROWN (for himself, Mr. DUR-
BIN, and Mrs. FEINSTEIN) submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill H.R. 1, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.
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SA 1644. Mr. BROWN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill H.R. 1, supra; which was ordered to lie on
the table.

SA 1645. Mr. BROWN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill H.R. 1, supra; which was ordered to lie on
the table.

SA 1646. Mr. BROWN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill H.R. 1, supra; which was ordered to lie on
the table.

SA 1647. Mr. BROWN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill H.R. 1, supra; which was ordered to lie on
the table.

SA 1648. Mr. BROWN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill H.R. 1, supra; which was ordered to lie on
the table.

SA 1649. Mr. BROWN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill H.R. 1, supra; which was ordered to lie on
the table.

SA 1650. Mr. BROWN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill H.R. 1, supra; which was ordered to lie on
the table.

SA 1651. Mr. BROWN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill H.R. 1, supra; which was ordered to lie on
the table.

SA 16562. Mr. BROWN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill H.R. 1, supra; which was ordered to lie on
the table.

SA 1653. Mr. BROWN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill H.R. 1, supra; which was ordered to lie on
the table.

SA 1654. Mr. BROWN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill H.R. 1, supra; which was ordered to lie on
the table.

SA 1655. Mr. BROWN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill H.R. 1, supra; which was ordered to lie on
the table.

SA 1656. Mr. BROWN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill H.R. 1, supra; which was ordered to lie on
the table.

SA 1657. Mr. THUNE (for himself, Mr.
GRASSLEY, Mr. ROBERTS, Mr. ISAKSON, and
Mr. INHOFE) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by him to the bill H.R.
1, supra; which was ordered to lie on the
table.

SA 1658. Mr. THUNE submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill H.R. 1, supra; which was ordered to lie on
the table.

SA 1659. Mr. THUNE submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill H.R. 1, supra; which was ordered to lie on
the table.

SA 1660. Mr. THUNE submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill H.R. 1, supra; which was ordered to lie on
the table.

SA 1661. Mr. BROWN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill H.R. 1, supra; which was ordered to lie on
the table.

——
TEXT OF AMENDMENTS

SA 1588. Mrs. ERNST submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
her to the bill H.R. 1, to provide for
reconciliation pursuant to titles II and
V of the concurrent resolution on the
budget for fiscal year 2018; which was
ordered to lie on the table; as follows:

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing:
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. ELIMINATION OF DEDUCTION FOR
LIVING EXPENSES INCURRED BY
MEMBERS OF CONGRESS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (a) of section
162 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 is
amended in the matter following paragraph
(3) by striking ‘‘in excess of $3,000"".

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by this section shall apply to taxable
years beginning after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act.

SA 1589. Mrs. ERNST (for herself and
Mrs. CAPITO) submitted an amendment
intended to be proposed by her to the
bill H.R. 1, to provide for reconciliation
pursuant to titles II and V of the con-
current resolution on the budget for
fiscal year 2018; which was ordered to
lie on the table; as follows:

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing:
SEC.

SEC.

. CREDIT FOR WORKING FAMILY CARE-

GIVERS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subpart A of part IV of
subchapter A of chapter 1 is amended by in-
serting after section 25D the following new
section:

“SEC. 25E. WORKING FAMILY CAREGIVERS.

‘‘(a) ALLOWANCE OF CREDIT.—In the case of
an eligible caregiver, there shall be allowed
as a credit against the tax imposed by this
chapter for the taxable year an amount
equal to 30 percent of the qualified expenses
paid by the taxpayer during the taxable year
to the extent that such expenses exceed
$2,000.

““(b) LIMITATION.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The amount allowed as a
credit under subsection (a) for the taxable
year shall not exceed $3,000.

‘(2) ADJUSTMENT FOR INFLATION.—In the
case of any taxable year beginning after 2018,
the dollar amount contained in paragraph (1)
shall be increased by an amount equal to the
product of—

‘“(A) such dollar amount, and

‘“(B) the medical care cost adjustment de-

termined under section 213(d)(10)(B)(ii) for
the calendar year in which the taxable year
begins, determined by substituting ‘2017’ for
‘1996’ in subclause (II) thereof.
If any increase determined under the pre-
ceding sentence is not a multiple of $50, such
increase shall be rounded to the next lowest
multiple of $50.

‘‘(¢c) ELIGIBLE CAREGIVER.—For purposes of
this section, the term ‘eligible caregiver’
means an individual who—

‘(1) during the taxable year pays or incurs
qualified expenses in connection with pro-
viding care for a qualified care recipient, and

‘“(2) has earned income (as defined in sec-
tion 32(c)(2)) for the taxable year in excess of
$7,500.

“(d) QUALIFIED CARE RECIPIENT.—For pur-
poses of this section—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘qualified care
recipient’ means, with respect to any taxable
year, any individual who—

‘“(A) is the spouse of the eligible caregiver,
or any other person who bears a relationship
to the eligible caregiver described in any of
subparagraphs (A) through (H) of section
152(d)(2), and

‘(B) has been certified, before the due date
for filing the return of tax for the taxable
year, by a licensed health care practitioner
(as defined in section 7702B(c)(4)) as being an
individual with long-term care needs de-
scribed in paragraph (3) for a period—

‘(i) which is at least 180 consecutive days,
and

‘‘(ii) a portion of which occurs within the
taxable year.

‘(2) PERIOD FOR MAKING CERTIFICATION.—
Notwithstanding paragraph (1)(B), a certifi-
cation shall not be treated as valid unless it



November 29, 2017

is made within the 39%-month period ending
on such due date (or such other period as the
Secretary prescribes).

‘(3) INDIVIDUALS WITH LONG-TERM CARE
NEEDS.—An individual is described in this
paragraph if the individual meets any of the
following requirements:

‘“(A) The individual is at least 6 years of
age and—

‘(i) is unable to perform (without substan-
tial assistance from another individual) at
least 2 activities of daily living (as defined in
section 7702B(c)(2)(B)) due to a loss of func-
tional capacity, or

‘‘(ii) requires substantial supervision to
protect such individual from threats to
health and safety due to severe cognitive im-
pairment and is unable to perform, without
reminding or cuing assistance, at least 1 ac-
tivity of daily living (as so defined) or to the
extent provided in regulations prescribed by
the Secretary (in consultation with the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services), is un-
able to engage in age appropriate activities.

‘“(B) The individual is at least 2 but not 6
years of age and is unable due to a loss of
functional capacity to perform (without sub-
stantial assistance from another individual)
at least 2 of the following activities: eating,
transferring, or mobility.

“(C) The individual is under 2 years of age
and requires specific durable medical equip-
ment by reason of a severe health condition
or requires a skilled practitioner trained to
address the individual’s condition to be
available if the individual’s parents or
guardians are absent.

‘‘(e) QUALIFIED EXPENSES.—For purposes of
this section—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (4),
the term ‘qualified expenses’ means expendi-
tures for goods, services, and supports that—

““(A) assist a qualified care recipient with
accomplishing activities of daily living (as
defined in section 7702B(c)(2)(B)) and instru-
mental activities of daily living (as defined
in section 1915(k)(6)(F') of the Social Security
Act (42 U.S.C. 1396n(k)(6)(F))), and

‘“(B) are provided solely for use by such
qualified care recipient.

‘(2) ADJUSTMENT FOR OTHER TAX BENE-
FITS.—The amount of qualified expenses oth-
erwise taken into account under paragraph
(1) with respect to an individual shall be re-
duced by the sum of any amounts paid for
the benefit of such individual for the taxable
year which are—

‘“(A) taken into account under section 21 or
213, or

‘(B) excluded from gross income under sec-
tion 129, 223(f), or 529A(c)(1)(B).

‘“(3) GOODS, SERVICES, AND SUPPORTS.—For
purposes of paragraph (1), goods, services,
and supports (as defined by the Secretary)
shall include—

““(A) human assistance, supervision, cuing
and standby assistance,

‘(B) assistive technologies and devices (in-
cluding remote health monitoring),

‘(C) environmental modifications (includ-
ing home modifications),

‘(D) health maintenance tasks (such as
medication management),

‘“(E) information,

“(F) transportation of the qualified care
recipient,

“(G) non-health items (such as inconti-
nence supplies), and

‘“(H) coordination of and services for people
who live in their own home, a residential set-
ting, or a nursing facility, as well as the cost
of care in these or other locations.

‘(4) QUALIFIED EXPENSES FOR ELIGIBLE
CAREGIVERS.—For purposes of paragraph (1),
the following shall be treated as qualified ex-
penses if paid or incurred by an eligible care-
giver:
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‘“(A) Expenditures for respite care for a
qualified care recipient.

‘“(B) Expenditures for counseling, support
groups, or training relating to caring for a
qualified care recipient.

‘“(C) Lost wages for unpaid time off due to
caring for a qualified care recipient as
verified by an employer.

‘(D) Travel costs of the eligible caregiver
related to caring for a qualified care recipi-
ent.

‘‘(E) Expenditures for technologies, as de-
termined by the Secretary, that assist an eli-
gible caregiver in providing care for a quali-
fied care recipient.

‘“(5) HUMAN ASSISTANCE.—The term ‘human
assistance’ includes the costs of a direct care
worker.

‘“(6) DOCUMENTATION.—An expense shall not
be taken into account under this section un-
less the eligible caregiver substantiates such
expense under such regulations or guidance
as the Secretary shall provide.

‘(7T) MILEAGE RATE.—For purposes of this
section, the mileage rate for the use of a pas-
senger automobile shall be the standard
mileage rate used to calculate the deductible
costs of operating an automobile for medical
purposes. Such rate may be used in lieu of
actual automobile-related travel expenses.

¢“(8) COORDINATION WITH ABLE ACCOUNTS.—
Qualified expenses for a taxable year shall
not include contributions to an ABLE ac-
count (as defined in section 529A).

“(f) PHASE OUT BASED ON ADJUSTED GROSS
INCOME.—For purposes of this section—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The amount of the credit
allowable under subsection (a) shall be re-
duced (but not below zero) by $100 for each
$1,000 (or fraction thereof) by which the tax-
payer’s modified adjusted gross income ex-
ceeds the threshold amount.

““(2) MODIFIED ADJUSTED GROSS INCOME.—
The term ‘modified adjusted gross income’
means adjusted gross income increased by
any amount excluded from gross income
under section 911, 931, or 933.

‘“(3) THRESHOLD AMOUNT.—The
‘threshold amount’ means—

““(A) $150,000 in the case of a joint return,
and

‘(B) $75,000 in any other case.

‘“(4) INDEXING.—In the case of any taxable
yvear beginning in a calendar year after 2018,
each dollar amount contained in paragraph
(3) shall be increased by an amount equal to
the product of—

‘“(A) such dollar amount, and

‘“(B) the cost-of-living adjustment deter-
mined under section 1(f)(3) for the calendar
year in which the taxable year begins, deter-
mined by substituting ‘‘calendar year 2017’
for ‘‘calendar year 2016’ in subparagraph
(A)(ii) thereof.

‘“(5) ROUNDING RULE.—If any increase deter-
mined under paragraph (4) is not a multiple
of $50, such increase shall be rounded to the
next lowest multiple of $50.

“‘(g) IDENTIFICATION OF ELIGIBLE CAREGIVER
WITH CARE RECIPIENT (QUALIFIED CARE RE-
CIPIENT) IDENTIFICATION REQUIREMENT.—NoO
credit shall be allowed under this section to
a taxpayer with respect to any qualified care
recipient unless the taxpayer includes the
name and taxpayer identification number of
such individual, and the identification num-
ber of the licensed health care practitioner
certifying such individual, on the return of
tax for the taxable year.”.

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of
sections for subpart A of part IV of sub-
chapter A of chapter 1 of such Code is
amended by inserting after the item relating
to section 256D the following new item:

‘““‘Sec. 25E. Working family caregivers.”.

(¢c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to taxable
years beginning after December 31, 2017.
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SA 1590. Ms. COLLINS submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
her to the bill H.R. 1, to provide for
reconciliation pursuant to titles II and
V of the concurrent resolution on the
budget for fiscal year 2018; which was
ordered to lie on the table; as follows:

Strike section 11042 and insert the fol-
lowing:

SEC. 11042. SUSPENSION OF DEDUCTION FOR
STATE AND LOCAL, ETC. TAXES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (b) of section
164 is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing new paragraph:

¢‘(6) SUSPENSION OF INDIVIDUAL DEDUCTIONS
FOR TAXABLE YEARS 2018 THROUGH 2025.—In the
case of an individual and a taxable year be-
ginning after December 31, 2017, and before
January 1, 2026—

‘“(A) foreign real property taxes (other
than taxes which are paid or accrued in car-
rying on a trade or business or an activity
described in section 212) shall not be taken
into account under subsection (a)(1),

‘“(B) the aggregate amount of taxes (other
than taxes which are paid or accrued in car-
rying on a trade or business or an activity
described in section 212) taken into account
under subsection (a)(1) for any taxable year
shall not exceed $10,000 ($5,000 in the case of
a married individual filing a separate re-
turn),

¢“(C) subsection (a)(2) shall only apply to
taxes which are paid or accrued in carrying
on a trade or business or an activity de-
scribed in section 212,

‘(D) subsection (a)(3) shall not apply to
State and local taxes, and

“(BE) paragraph (5) shall not apply.”.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by this section shall apply to taxable
years beginning after December 31, 2017.

SA 1591. Ms. COLLINS submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
her to the bill H.R. 1, to provide for
reconciliation pursuant to titles II and
V of the concurrent resolution on the
budget for fiscal year 2018; which was
ordered to lie on the table; as follows:

Strike section 11042 and insert the fol-
lowing:

SEC. 11042. SUSPENSION OF DEDUCTION
STATE AND LOCAL, ETC. TAXES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (b) of section
164 is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing new paragraph:

*“(6) SUSPENSION OF INDIVIDUAL DEDUCTIONS
FOR TAXABLE YEARS 2018 THROUGH 2025.—In the
case of an individual and a taxable year be-
ginning after December 31, 2017, and before
January 1, 2026—

““(A) foreign real property taxes (other
than taxes which are paid or accrued in car-
rying on a trade or business or an activity
described in section 212) shall not be taken
into account under subsection (a)(1),

‘“(B) the aggregate amount of taxes (other
than taxes which are paid or accrued in car-
rying on a trade or business or an activity
described in section 212) taken into account
under subsection (a)(1) for any taxable year
shall not exceed $10,000 ($5,000 in the case of
a married individual filing a separate re-
turn),

‘(C) subsection (a)(2) shall only apply to
taxes which are paid or accrued in carrying
on a trade or business or an activity de-
scribed in section 212,

‘(D) subsection (a)(3) shall not apply to
State and local taxes, and

‘“(E) paragraph (5) shall not apply.”.

(b) OFFSETS.—

(1) ADJUSTMENT OF HIGHEST RATE BRACK-
ET.—

FOR
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(A) JOINT RETURNS.—The last row of the
table contained in section 1(j)(2)(A), as added
by section 11001(a), is amended to read as fol-
lows:

“Over $1,000,000 $301,479, plus 39.6% of the excess
over $1,000,000.”.

(B) HEADS OF HOUSEHOLDS.—The last row of
the table contained in section 1(j)(2)(B), as
added by section 11001(a), is amended to read
as follows:
“Over $500,000 .... $149,348, plus 39.6% of the excess

over $500,000.”".

(C) UNMARRIED INDIVIDUALS.—The last row
of the table contained in section 1(j)(2)(C), as
added by section 11001(a), is amended to read
as follows:
“Over $500,000 .... $150,739.50, plus 39.6% of the ex-

cess over $500,000.”.

(D) MARRIED INDIVIDUALS FILING SEPARATE
RETURNS.—The last row of the table con-
tained in section 1(j)(2)(D), as added by sec-
tion 11001(a), is amended to read as follows:

“Over $500,000 .... $150,739.50, plus 39.6% of the ex-

cess over $500,000.”.

(2) CORPORATE TAX RATE.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—Section 11(b), as amended
by this Act, is amended by striking ‘20 per-
cent’” and inserting ‘‘21 percent’’.

(B) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by this paragraph shall apply to tax-
able years beginning after December 31, 2018.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—Except as provided in
subsection (b)(2)(B), the amendments made
by this section shall apply to taxable years
beginning after December 31, 2017.

SA 1592. Mr. LANKFORD submitted
an amendment intended to be proposed
by him to the bill H.R. 1, to provide for
reconciliation pursuant to titles II and
V of the concurrent resolution on the
budget for fiscal year 2018; which was
ordered to lie on the table; as follows:

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing:
SEC.

ELIMINATING FEDERAL TAX SUB-
SIDIZATION OF PROFESSIONAL
SPORTS STADIUMS.

(a) TREATMENT OF CERTAIN OBLIGATIONS FI-
NANCING PROFESSIONAL SPORTS STADIUMS AS
PRIVATE ACTIVITY BONDS.—Section 141(b) is
amended by adding at the end the following
new paragraph:

¢(10) SPECIAL RULE FOR PROFESSIONAL
SPORTS STADIUMS.—

‘“(A) IN GENERAL.—In the case of any issue
any proceeds of which are to be used to pro-
vide a professional sports stadium, such
issue shall be treated as meeting the private
security or payment test of paragraph (2).

‘(B) PROFESSIONAL SPORTS STADIUM.—For
purposes of this paragraph, the term ‘profes-
sional sports stadium’ means any facility
(and appurtenant real property) which, dur-
ing at least 5 days during any calendar year,
is used as a stadium or arena for professional
sports exhibitions, games, or training.”’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to obliga-
tions issued after the date of the enactment
of this Act.

SA 1593. Mr. LANKFORD submitted
an amendment intended to be proposed
by him to the bill H.R. 1, to provide for
reconciliation pursuant to titles II and
V of the concurrent resolution on the
budget for fiscal year 2018; which was
ordered to lie on the table; as follows:

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing:
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SEC. . ALLOWING ABOVE-THE-LINE DEDUC-
TIONS FOR CHARITABLE CONTRIBU-
TIONS FOR INDIVIDUALS NOT
ITEMIZING DEDUCTIONS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (a) of section
62 is amended by inserting after paragraph
(21) the following new paragraph:

¢‘(22) CHARITABLE CONTRIBUTIONS FOR INDI-
VIDUALS NOT ITEMIZING DEDUCTIONS.—In the
case of an individual who does not elect to
itemize his deductions for the taxable year,
the deduction allowed by section 170. The
preceding sentence shall not apply to any de-
duction in excess of an amount equal to the
product of %5 and the standard deduction for
such individual.”.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by this section shall apply with respect
to taxable years beginning after the date of
enactment of this Act.

SA 1594. Mr. GRAHAM (for himself
and Mr. ISAKSON) submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill H.R. 1, to provide for rec-
onciliation pursuant to titles II and V
of the concurrent resolution on the
budget for fiscal year 2018; which was
ordered to lie on the table; as follows:

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing:
SEC.

. MODIFICATIONS OF CREDIT FOR
PRODUCTION FROM ADVANCED NU-
CLEAR POWER FACILITIES.

(a) TREATMENT OF UNUTILIZED LIMITATION
AMOUNTS.—Section 456J(b) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (4), by inserting ‘‘or any
amendment to’’ after ‘‘enactment of”’, and

(2) by adding at the end the following new
paragraph:

“(5) ALLOCATION OF UNUTILIZED LIMITA-
TION.—

‘“(A) IN GENERAL.—Any unutilized national
megawatt capacity limitation shall be allo-
cated by the Secretary under paragraph (3)
as rapidly as is practicable after December
31, 2020—

‘(1) first to facilities placed in service on
or before such date to the extent that such
facilities did not receive an allocation equal
to their full nameplate capacity, and

‘“(ii) then to facilities placed in service
after such date in the order in which such fa-
cilities are placed in service.

‘“(B) UNUTILIZED NATIONAL MEGAWATT CA-
PACITY LIMITATION.—The term ‘unutilized na-
tional megawatt capacity limitation’ means
the excess (if any) of—

‘(i) 6,000 megawatts, over

“(ii) the aggregate amount of national
megawatt capacity limitation allocated by
the Secretary before January 1, 2021, reduced
by any amount of such limitation which was
allocated to a facility which was not placed
in service before such date.

“(C) COORDINATION WITH OTHER PROVI-
SIONS.—In the case of any unutilized national
megawatt capacity limitation allocated by
the Secretary pursuant to this paragraph—

‘(i) such allocation shall be treated for
purposes of this section in the same manner
as an allocation of national megawatt capac-
ity limitation, and

‘“(ii) subsection (d)(1)(B) shall not apply to
any facility which receives such alloca-
tion.”.

(b) TRANSFER OF CREDIT BY CERTAIN PUBLIC
ENTITIES.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 45J is amended—

(A) by redesignating subsection (e) as sub-
section (f), and

(B) by inserting after subsection (d) the
following new subsection:

‘‘(e) TRANSFER OF CREDIT BY CERTAIN PUB-
LIC ENTITIES.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—If, with respect to a cred-
it under subsection (a) for any taxable year—
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“‘(A) the taxpayer would be a qualified pub-
lic entity, and

‘“(B) such entity elects the application of
this paragraph for such taxable year with re-
spect to all (or any portion specified in such
election) of such credit,
the eligible project partner specified in such
election (and not the qualified public entity)
shall be treated as the taxpayer for purposes
of this title with respect to such credit (or
such portion thereof).

‘‘(2) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sub-
section—

“(A) QUALIFIED PUBLIC ENTITY.—The term
‘qualified public entity’ means—

‘(i) a Federal, State, or local government
entity, or any political subdivision, agency,
or instrumentality thereof,

‘‘(ii) a mutual or cooperative electric com-
pany described in section 501(c)(12) or section
1381(a)(2), or

‘‘(iii) a not-for-profit electric utility which
has or had received a loan or loan guarantee
under the Rural Electrification Act of 1936.

‘“(B) ELIGIBLE PROJECT PARTNER.—The term
‘eligible project partner’ means—

‘(i) any person responsible for, or partici-
pating in, the design or construction of the
advanced nuclear power facility to which the
credit under subsection (a) relates,

‘(ii) any person who participates in the
provision of the nuclear steam supply system
to the advanced nuclear power facility to
which the credit under subsection (a) relates,

‘“(iii) any person who participates in the
provision of nuclear fuel to the advanced nu-
clear power facility to which the credit
under subsection (a) relates, or

‘‘(iv) any person who has an ownership in-
terest in such facility.

*‘(3) SPECIAL RULES.—

“(A) APPLICATION TO PARTNERSHIPS.—In the
case of a credit under subsection (a) which is
determined at the partnership level—

‘(i) for purposes of paragraph (1)(A), a
qualified public entity shall be treated as the
taxpayer with respect to such entity’s dis-
tributive share of such credit, and

‘(ii) the term ‘eligible project partner’
shall include any partner of the partnership.

“(B) TAXABLE YEAR IN WHICH CREDIT TAKEN
INTO ACCOUNT.—In the case of any credit (or
portion thereof) with respect to which an
election is made under paragraph (1), such
credit shall be taken into account in the
first taxable year of the eligible project part-
ner ending with, or after, the qualified public
entity’s taxable year with respect to which
the credit was determined.

¢(C) TREATMENT OF TRANSFER UNDER PRI-
VATE USE RULES.—For purposes of section
141(b)(1), any benefit derived by an eligible
project partner in connection with an elec-
tion under this subsection shall not be taken
into account as a private business use.”’.

(2) SPECIAL RULE FOR PROCEEDS OF TRANS-
FERS FOR MUTUAL OR COOPERATIVE ELECTRIC
COMPANIES.—Section 501(c)(12) is amended by
adding at the end the following new subpara-
graph:

‘“(I) In the case of a mutual or cooperative
electric company described in this paragraph
or an organization described in section
1381(a)(2), income received or accrued in con-
nection with an election under section
45J(e)(1) shall be treated as an amount col-
lected from members for the sole purpose of
meeting losses and expenses.”.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATES.—

(1) TREATMENT OF UNUTILIZED LIMITATION
AMOUNTS.—The amendment made by sub-
section (a) shall take effect on the date of
the enactment of this Act.

(2) TRANSFER OF CREDIT BY CERTAIN PUBLIC
ENTITIES.—The amendments made by sub-
section (b) shall apply to taxable years be-
ginning after December 31, 2017.
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SA 1595. Mr. GRAHAM submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the bill H.R. 1, to provide for
reconciliation pursuant to titles II and
V of the concurrent resolution on the
budget for fiscal year 2018; which was
ordered to lie on the table; as follows:

Strike section 13308.

SA 1596. Mr. GRAHAM submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the bill H.R. 1, to provide for
reconciliation pursuant to titles II and
V of the concurrent resolution on the
budget for fiscal year 2018; which was
ordered to lie on the table; as follows:

Strike section 13707.

SA 1597. Mr. GRAHAM submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the bill H.R. 1, to provide for
reconciliation pursuant to titles II and
V of the concurrent resolution on the
budget for fiscal year 2018; which was
ordered to lie on the table; as follows:

Strike section 13402.

SA 1598. Ms. COLLINS (for herself
and Mr. PORTMAN) submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
her to the bill H.R. 1, to provide for
reconciliation pursuant to titles II and
V of the concurrent resolution on the
budget for fiscal year 2018; which was
ordered to lie on the table; as follows:

Strike section 13611.

SA 1599. Mr. INHOFE (for himself,
Mr. BLUNT, Mr. LANKFORD, and Mr.
CRrUZz) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by him to the
bill H.R. 1, to provide for reconciliation
pursuant to titles II and V of the con-
current resolution on the budget for
fiscal year 2018; which was ordered to
lie on the table; as follows:

On page 185, strike lines 1 through 6, and
insert the following:

‘“(5) BUSINESS INTEREST.—For purposes of
this subsection—

““(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘business in-
terest’ means any interest paid or accrued on
indebtedness properly allocable to a trade or
business. Such term shall not include invest-
ment interest (within the meaning of sub-
section (d)).

‘(B) EXCEPTION FOR INTEREST ON PRE-2018
INDEBTEDNESS.—

‘(i) IN GENERAL.—Business interest shall
not include interest paid or accrued on in-
debtedness incurred by the taxpayer before
January 1, 2018.

“(ii) SPECIAL RULES FOR REFINANCING AND
DEBT INSTRUMENTS ALLOWING ADDITIONAL BOR-
ROWING.—Clause (i) shall not apply to—

“(I) interest on any indebtedness incurred
after December 31, 2017, to refinance indebt-
edness described in clause (i), or

“(IT) in the case of any debt instrument,
credit facility, or other evidence of indebted-
ness under which additional indebtedness
may be issued under the same terms, inter-
est on any indebtedness incurred under such
terms after December 31, 2017.

SA 1600. Mr. INHOFE submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the bill H.R. 1, to provide for
reconciliation pursuant to titles II and
V of the concurrent resolution on the
budget for fiscal year 2018; which was
ordered to lie on the table; as follows:

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

On page 187, between lines 21 and 22, insert
the following:

‘“(v) any deduction allowable for deprecia-
tion, amortization, or depletion, but only if
the amount of the taxpayer’s expenditures
for property of a character subject to the al-
lowance for depreciation, amortization, or
depletion for the taxable year is at least 300
percent of the taxpayer’s adjusted taxable
income for the taxable year determined
without regard to this clause, and

SA 1601. Mr. INHOFE (for himself
and Mr. BLUNT) submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill H.R. 1, to provide for rec-
onciliation pursuant to titles IT and V
of the concurrent resolution on the
budget for fiscal year 2018; which was
ordered to lie on the table; as follows:

On page 187, between lines 21 and 22, insert
the following:

‘“(v) any deduction allowable for deprecia-
tion, amortization, or depletion, and

SA 1602. Mr. INHOFE submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the bill H.R. 1, to provide for
reconciliation pursuant to titles IT and
V of the concurrent resolution on the
budget for fiscal year 2018; which was
ordered to lie on the table; as follows:

Strike section 13303 and insert the fol-
lowing:
SEC. 13303.

TREATMENT
CHANGES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 1031(a) is amend-
ed by adding at the end the following new
paragraph:

‘“(4) ADDITIONAL EXCEPTION FOR DISQUALI-
FIED BONUS DEPRECIATION PROPERTY.—

‘“(A) IN GENERAL.—This subsection shall
not apply to any exchange in which the prop-
erty received by the taxpayer is 100 percent
bonus depreciation property.

““(B) 100 PERCENT BONUS DEPRECIATION PROP-
ERTY.—For purposes of this paragraph, the
term ‘100 percent bonus depreciation prop-
erty’ mean any property—

‘“(i) which is qualified property (as defined
in section 168(k)(2)), and

‘“(i1) an allowance of 100 percent or more of
the adjusted basis of which was included in
the depreciation deduction provided by sec-
tion 167(a) for the taxable year in which such
property was placed in service by the tax-
payer.”.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to ex-
changes completed after December 31, 2017.

SA 1603. Mr. INHOFE submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the bill H.R. 1, to provide for
reconciliation pursuant to titles IT and
V of the concurrent resolution on the
budget for fiscal year 2018; which was
ordered to lie on the table; as follows:

On page  , strike line =, and insert
the following:

‘“(9) SAFE HARBOR FOR DOMESTIC MEMBERS
OF WORLDWIDE AFFILIATED GROUP.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—In the case of a taxpayer
which is a domestic corporation which is a
member of a worldwide affiliated group, this
subsection shall not apply to such taxpayer
if the ratio of debt to equity of all domestic
corporations which are members of such
group does not exceed such ratio of all cor-
porations which are members of such group.

‘“(B) RATIO OF DEBT TO EQUITY.—For pur-
poses of this paragraph, the ratio of debt to
equity means the ratio which total indebted-
ness bears to total equity, determined in the
same manner as subsection (n).
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‘(C) DEFINITION AND SPECIAL RULE.—For
purposes of this paragraph—

‘(1) WORLDWIDE AFFILIATED GROUP.—The
term ‘worldwide affiliated group’ has the
same meaning given such term by subsection
(m)(D(A).

‘“(ii) DOMESTIC MEMBERS OF AFFILIATED
GROUP TREATED AS 1 TAXPAYER.—The rule of
subsection (n)(5) shall apply.

¢“(10) CROSS REFERENCES.—

SA 1604. Mr. INHOFE submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the bill H.R. 1, to provide for
reconciliation pursuant to titles II and
V of the concurrent resolution on the
budget for fiscal year 2018; which was
ordered to lie on the table; as follows:

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-

lowing:

SEC. . APPLICATION OF MEDICAID ASSET
VERIFICATION PROGRAM TO ALL
CATEGORIES OF APPLICANTS FOR
MEDICAL ASSISTANCE.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 1940(b)(1)(A) of
the Social Security Act (42 TU.S.C.

1396w(b)(1)(A)) is amended by striking ‘‘on
the basis of being aged, blind, or disabled’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by subsection (a) shall take effect on
the date of enactment of this Act.

(¢) PHASE-IN IMPLEMENTATION.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—During the 180 day period
that begins on the date of enactment of this
Act, the Secretary of Health and Human
Services shall require States to submit and
implement an asset verification program
under section 1940 of the Social Security Act
(as amended by subsection (a)) in such man-
ner as is designed to result in the application
of such programs, in the aggregate for all
such States, to enrollment of approximately,
but not less than, the following percentage
of enrollees, in the aggregate for all such
States, by the end of the fiscal year involved:

(A) 12.5 percent by the end of fiscal year
2018.

(B) 25 percent by the end of fiscal year 2019.

(C) 50 percent by the end of fiscal year 2020.

(D) 75 percent by the end of fiscal year 2021.

(E) 100 percent by the end of fiscal year
2022.

(2) CONSIDERATION.—In selecting States
under paragraph (1), the Secretary of Health
and Human Services shall consult with the
States involved and take into account the
feasibility of implementing asset
verification programs in each such State.

(3) CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in paragraph
(1) shall be construed as preventing a State
from requesting, and the Secretary of Health
and Human Services from approving, the im-
plementation of an asset verification pro-
gram in advance of the deadline otherwise
established under such paragraph.

SA 1605. Mr. RUBIO (for himself and
Mr. LEE) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by him to the
bill H.R. 1, to provide for reconciliation
pursuant to titles II and V of the con-
current resolution on the budget for
fiscal year 2018; which was ordered to
lie on the table; as follows:

Strike section 11022 and insert the fol-
lowing:

SEC. 11022. INCREASE IN AND MODIFICATION OF
CHILD TAX CREDIT.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 24 is amended by
adding at the end the following new sub-
section:

“(h) SPECIAL RULES FOR TAXABLE YEARS
2018 THROUGH 2025.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—In the case of a taxable
year beginning after December 31, 2017, and
before January 1, 2026, this section shall be




S7412

applied as provided in paragraphs (2) through
(8).

¢“(2) CREDIT AMOUNT.—Subsection (a) shall
be applied by substituting ‘$2,000’ for ‘$1,000’.

“(3) LIMITATION.—In lieu of the amount de-
termined under subsection (b)(2), the thresh-
old amount shall be—

‘“(A) in the case of a joint return, $500,000,
and

‘(B) in the case of an individual who is not
married or a married individual filing a sepa-
rate return, $250,000.

‘“(4) DEFINITION OF QUALIFYING CHILD.—
Paragraph (1) of subsection (c) shall be ap-
plied by substituting ‘18’ for ‘17°.

*“(6) PARTIAL CREDIT ALLOWED FOR CERTAIN
OTHER DEPENDENTS.—

““(A) IN GENERAL.—The credit determined
under subsection (a) (after the application of
paragraph (2)) shall be increased by $500 for
each dependent of the taxpayer (as defined in
section 152) other than a qualifying child de-
scribed in subsection (c) (after the applica-
tion of paragraph (4)).

*(B) EXCEPTION FOR CERTAIN NONCITIZENS.—
Subparagraph (A) shall not apply with re-
spect to any individual who would not be a
dependent if subparagraph (A) of section
152(b)(3) were applied without regard to all
that follows ‘resident of the United States’.

‘(6) PORTION OF CREDIT REFUNDABLE.—In
lieu of subsection (d), the following provi-
sions shall apply for purposes of the credit
allowable under this section:

‘““(A) IN GENERAL.—The aggregate credits
allowed to a taxpayer under subpart C shall
be increased by the lesser of—

‘(i) the credit which would be allowed
under this section without regard to this
paragraph and the limitation under section
26(a), or

‘‘(ii) the amount by which the aggregate
amount of credits allowed by this subpart
(determined without regard to this para-
graph) would increase if the limitation im-
posed by section 26(a) were increased by an
amount equal to the sum of the taxpayer’s
payroll taxes for the taxable year.

“(B) PAYROLL TAXES.—

‘(i) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of subpara-
graph (A), the term ‘payroll taxes’ means,
with respect to any taxpayer for any taxable
year, the amount of the taxes imposed by—

“(I) section 1401 on the self-employment in-
come of the taxpayer for the taxable year,

““(II) section 3101 on wages received by the
taxpayer during the calendar year in which
the taxable year begins,

‘“(IIT) section 3111 on wages paid by an em-
ployer with respect to employment of the
taxpayer during the calendar year in which
the taxable year begins,

“(IV) sections 3201(a) and 3211(a) on com-
pensation received by the taxpayer during
the calendar year in which the taxable year
begins, and

(V) section 3221(a) on compensation paid
by an employer with respect to services ren-
dered by the taxpayer during the calendar
year in which the taxable year begins.

¢‘(i1) COORDINATION WITH SPECIAL REFUND OF
PAYROLL TAXES.—The term ‘payroll taxes’
shall not include any taxes to the extent the
taxpayer is entitled to a special refund of
such taxes under section 6413(c).

‘“(iii) SPECIAL RULE.—Any amounts paid
pursuant to an agreement under section
3121(1) (relating to agreements entered into
by American employers with respect to for-
eign affiliates) which are equivalent to the
taxes referred to in subclause (II) or (III) of
clause (i) shall be treated as taxes referred to
in such clause.

¢(C) EXCEPTION FOR TAXPAYERS EXCLUDING
FOREIGN EARNED INCOME.—Subparagraph (A)
shall not apply to any taxpayer for any tax-
able year if such taxpayer elects to exclude
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any amount from gross income under section
911 for such taxable year.

“(7) ADJUSTMENT FOR INFLATION.—

‘“(A) IN GENERAL.—In the case of a taxable
year beginning after 2017, the $2,000 amount
in paragraph (2) shall be increased by an
amount equal to—

‘(i) such dollar amount, multiplied by

‘(i) the cost-of-living adjustment deter-
mined under section 1(f)(3) for the calendar
year in which the taxable year begins.

‘(B) ROUNDING.—Any increase determined
under subparagraph (A) shall be rounded to
the next highest multiple of $100.

¢“(8) SOCIAL SECURITY NUMBER REQUIRED.—
No credit shall be allowed under subsection
(d) to a taxpayer with respect to any quali-
fying child unless the taxpayer includes the
social security number of such child on the
return of tax for the taxable year. For pur-
poses of the preceding sentence, the term ‘so-
cial security number’ means a social secu-
rity number issued to an individual by the
Social Security Administration, but only if
the social security number is issued to a cit-
izen of the United States or is issued pursu-
ant to subclause (I) (or that portion of sub-
clause (III) that relates to subclause (I)) of
section 205(c)(2)(B)(i) of the Social Security
Act.”.

(b) INCREASE IN CORPORATE TAX RATE.—
Subsection (b) of section 11, as amended by
section 13001 of this Act, is amended by
striking ‘20 percent’’ and inserting ‘22 per-
cent’’.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to taxable
years beginning after December 31, 2017.

SA 1606. Mr. RUBIO (for himself and
Mr. LEE) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by him to the
bill H.R. 1, to provide for reconciliation
pursuant to titles II and V of the con-
current resolution on the budget for
fiscal year 2018; which was ordered to
lie on the table; as follows:

Strike section 11022 and insert the fol-
lowing:

SEC. 11022. INCREASE IN AND MODIFICATION OF
CHILD TAX CREDIT.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 24 is amended by
adding at the end the following new sub-
section:

“(h) SPECIAL RULES FOR TAXABLE YEARS
2018 THROUGH 2025.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—In the case of a taxable
year beginning after December 31, 2017, and
before January 1, 2026, this section shall be
applied as provided in paragraphs (2) through
(8).

‘(2) CREDIT AMOUNT.—Subsection (a) shall
be applied by substituting ‘$2,000° for ‘$1,000’.

‘“(3) LIMITATION.—In lieu of the amount de-
termined under subsection (b)(2), the thresh-
old amount shall be—

““(A) in the case of a joint return, $500,000,
and

‘“(B) in the case of an individual who is not
married or a married individual filing a sepa-
rate return, $250,000.

‘(4) DEFINITION OF QUALIFYING CHILD.—
Paragraph (1) of subsection (c) shall be ap-
plied by substituting ‘18’ for ‘17°.

““(5) PARTIAL CREDIT ALLOWED FOR CERTAIN
OTHER DEPENDENTS.—

““(A) IN GENERAL.—The credit determined
under subsection (a) (after the application of
paragraph (2)) shall be increased by $500 for
each dependent of the taxpayer (as defined in
section 152) other than a qualifying child de-
scribed in subsection (c) (after the applica-
tion of paragraph (4)).

¢(B) EXCEPTION FOR CERTAIN NONCITIZENS.—
Subparagraph (A) shall not apply with re-
spect to any individual who would not be a
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dependent if subparagraph (A) of section
1562(b)(3) were applied without regard to all
that follows ‘resident of the United States’.

‘‘(6) PORTION OF CREDIT REFUNDABLE.—Sub-
section (d)(1)(B)(i) shall be applied by sub-
stituting—

““(A) ‘15.3 percent’ for ‘15 percent’, and

“(B) ‘30’ for ‘$3,000’.

“(7) ADJUSTMENT FOR INFLATION.—

“‘(A) IN GENERAL.—In the case of a taxable
year beginning after 2017, the $2,000 amount
in paragraph (2) shall be increased by an
amount equal to—

‘(i) such dollar amount, multiplied by

‘‘(ii) the cost-of-living adjustment deter-
mined under section 1(f)(3) for the calendar
year in which the taxable year begins.

‘(B) ROUNDING.—Any increase determined
under subparagraph (A) shall be rounded to
the next highest multiple of $100.

¢“(8) SOCIAL SECURITY NUMBER REQUIRED.—
No credit shall be allowed under subsection
(d) to a taxpayer with respect to any quali-
fying child unless the taxpayer includes the
social security number of such child on the
return of tax for the taxable year. For pur-
poses of the preceding sentence, the term ‘so-
cial security number’ means a social secu-
rity number issued to an individual by the
Social Security Administration, but only if
the social security number is issued to a cit-
izen of the United States or is issued pursu-
ant to subclause (I) (or that portion of sub-
clause (III) that relates to subclause (I)) of
section 205(c)(2)(B)(i) of the Social Security
Act.”.

(b) INCREASE IN CORPORATE TAX RATE.—
Subsection (b) of section 11, as amended by
section 13001 of this Act, is amended by
striking ‘20 percent’ and inserting ‘22 per-
cent’’.

(¢) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to taxable
years beginning after December 31, 2017.

SA 1607. Mr. GARDNER submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the bill H.R. 1, to provide for
reconciliation pursuant to titles II and
V of the concurrent resolution on the
budget for fiscal year 2018; which was
ordered to lie on the table; as follows:

At the end of part IV of subtitle A of title
I, insert the following:

SEC. 11033. CONSOLIDATION OF EDUCATION SAV-
INGS RULES.

(a) No NEW CONTRIBUTIONS TO COVERDELL
EDUCATION  SAVINGS  ACCOUNTS.—Section
530(b)(1)(A) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘“‘or’” at the end of clause
i1),

(2) by striking the period at the end of
clause (iii) and inserting *‘, or’’, and

(3) by adding at the end the following new
clause:

‘‘(iv) except in the case of rollover con-
tributions, after December 31, 2017.”’.

(b) ROLLOVERS FROM COVERDELL EDUCATION
SAVINGS ACCOUNTS TO QUALIFIED TUITION
PROGRAMS.—Section 530(d)(5) is amended—

(1) by inserting ‘“‘or a qualified tuition pro-
gram (as defined in section 529(b))” after
“into another Coverdell education savings
account’’, and

(2) by inserting ‘‘(by purchase or contribu-
tion)”’ after ‘‘is paid”’.

(¢) DISTRIBUTIONS FROM QUALIFIED TUITION
PROGRAMS FOR CERTAIN EXPENSES ASSOCI-
ATED WITH REGISTERED APPRENTICESHIP PRO-
GRAMS.—Section 529(e)(3) is amended by add-
ing at the end the following new subpara-
graph:

¢(C) CERTAIN EXPENSES ASSOCIATED WITH
REGISTERED APPRENTICESHIP PROGRAMS.—The
term ‘qualified higher education expenses’
shall include books, supplies, and equipment
required for the enrollment or attendance of
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a designated beneficiary in an apprenticeship
program registered and certified with the
Secretary of Labor under section 1 of the Na-
tional Apprenticeship Act (29 U.S.C. 50).”".

(d) SPECIAL RULES FOR 529 PROGRAMS WITH
RESPECT TO ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY
TUITION AND QUALIFIED EARLY EDUCATION EX-
PENSES.—Section 529(e)(3), as amended by
subsection (c), is amended by adding at the
end the following new subparagraph:

‘(D) SPECIAL RULES PERMITTING LIMITED
TREATMENT OF ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY
TUITION AND QUALIFIED EARLY EDUCATION EX-
PENSES.—

‘(i) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in
clause (ii)—

“(I) expenses for tuition in connection with
enrollment or attendance at an elementary
or secondary public, private, or religious
school, and

‘(IT) qualified early education expenses,
shall be treated as qualified higher education
expenses.

‘(i) LIMITATION.—If the aggregate amount
of cash distributions from all qualified tui-
tion programs described in subsection
(b)(1)(A)(ii) with respect to a beneficiary for
expenses described in clause (i) during any
taxable year exceeds $10,000, such excess
shall be treated for purposes of subsection
(c)(3) as distributions in excess of the quali-
fied higher education expenses of the bene-
ficiary.

‘“(iii) QUALIFIED EARLY EDUCATION EX-
PENSES.—For purposes of this subparagraph,
the term ‘qualified early education expenses’
means expenses for providing educational
and other care to a child under age 5, as de-
termined under the law of the State, pursu-
ant to attendance at a school or facility li-
censed in the State for such purpose.”.

(e) DEDUCTION FOR CONTRIBUTIONS FOR ELE-
MENTARY AND SECONDARY TUITION AND QUALI-
FIED EARLY EDUCATION EXPENSES.—Section
529(e)(3)(D), as added by subsection (d), is
amended by adding at the end the following
new clause:

‘“(iv) DEDUCTION FOR CONTRIBUTIONS.—
There shall be allowed a deduction, as if al-
lowed under part VI of subchapter A, in an
amount equal to any contribution made dur-
ing the taxable year to a qualified tuition
program described in subsection (b)(1)(A)(ii)
which is designated for the qualified early
education expenses of a beneficiary, except
that the aggregate of the amounts taken
into account with respect to the same bene-
ficiary shall not exceed $10,000.”".

(f) CAREER AND TECHNICAL EDUCATION EX-
PENSES.—Section 529(e)(3), as amended by
subsections (¢) and (d), is amended by adding
at the end the following new subparagraph:

‘“(E) TREATMENT OF CAREER AND TECHNICAL
EDUCATION EXPENSES.—Such term shall in-
clude expenses for books, supplies, and equip-
ment required for enrollment or attendance
of a designated beneficiary in a career and
technical education program (as defined in
section 3 of the Carl D. Perkins Career and
Technical Education Act of 2006 (20 U.S.C.
2302)).”.

(g) INDUSTRY INTERMEDIARY EDUCATION EX-
PENSES.—Section 529(e)(3), as amended by the
preceding subsections, is amended by adding
at the end the following new subparagraph:

“(F) TREATMENT OF INDUSTRY INTER-
MEDIARY EDUCATION EXPENSES.—

‘(i) IN GENERAL.—Such term shall include
expenses for books, supplies, and equipment
required for enrollment or attendance of a
designated beneficiary in an industry inter-
mediary education program.

‘(i) INDUSTRY INTERMEDIARY EDUCATION
PROGRAM.—For purposes of this subpara-
graph, the term ‘industry intermediary edu-
cation program’ means any entity that—

‘(D in order to accelerate apprenticeship
program development and help establish new
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apprenticeship partnerships at the national,
State, or regional level, serves as a conduit
between an employer and an entity, such as
an industry partner, the Department of
Labor, or a State agency responsible for
workforce development programs,

‘“(IT) demonstrates a capacity to work with
employers and other key partners to identify
workforce trends and foster public-private
funding to establish new apprenticeship pro-
grams, and

“(III) is a business, a consortium of busi-
nesses, a business-related nonprofit organiza-
tion (including industry associations and
business federations), a private organization
functioning as a workforce intermediary for
the express purpose of serving the needs of
businesses (including community-based non-
profit service providers and industry-aligned
training providers), or a consortium of any
of such entities.””.

(h) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to contribu-
tions made and distributions paid after De-
cember 31, 2017.

SA 1608. Mr. GARDNER submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the bill H.R. 1, to provide for
reconciliation pursuant to titles II and
V of the concurrent resolution on the
budget for fiscal year 2018; which was
ordered to lie on the table; as follows:

At the end of part IV of subtitle A of title
I, insert the following:

SEC. 11033. CONSOLIDATION OF EDUCATION SAV-
INGS RULES.

(a) No NEW CONTRIBUTIONS TO COVERDELL
EDUCATION SAVINGS ACCOUNT.—Section
530(b)(1)(A) is amended to read as follows:

‘“(A) Except in the case of rollover con-
tributions, no contribution will be accepted
after December 31, 2017.”’.

(b) LIMITED DISTRIBUTION ALLOWED FOR EL-
EMENTARY AND SECONDARY TUITION.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 529(c) is amended
by adding at the end the following new para-
graph:

“(7) TREATMENT OF ELEMENTARY AND SEC-
ONDARY TUITION.—Any reference in this sub-
section to the term ‘qualified higher edu-
cation expense’ shall include a reference to
expenses for tuition in connection with en-
rollment at an elementary or secondary
school.”.

(2) LIMITATION.—Section 529(e)(3)(A) is
amended by adding at the end the following:
“The amount of cash distributions from all
qualified tuition programs described in sub-
section (b)(1)(A)(ii) with respect to a bene-
ficiary during any taxable year shall, in the
aggregate, include not more than $10,000 in
expenses for tuition incurred during the tax-
able year in connection with the enrollment
or attendance of the beneficiary as an ele-
mentary or secondary school student at a
public, private, or religious school.”.

(¢c) ROLLOVERS TO QUALIFIED TUITION PRO-
GRAMS PERMITTED.—Section 530(d)(56) is
amended by inserting *‘, or into (by purchase
or contribution) a qualified tuition program
(as defined in section 529),” after ‘“‘into an-
other Coverdell education savings account’.

(d) DISTRIBUTIONS FROM QUALIFIED TUITION
PROGRAMS FOR CERTAIN EXPENSES ASSOCI-
ATED WITH REGISTERED APPRENTICESHIP PRO-
GRAMS.—Section 529(e)(3) is amended by add-
ing at the end the following new subpara-
graph:

“(C) CERTAIN EXPENSES ASSOCIATED WITH
REGISTERED APPRENTICESHIP PROGRAMS.—The
term ‘qualified higher education expenses’
shall include books, supplies, and equipment
required for the enrollment or attendance of
a designated beneficiary in an apprenticeship
program registered and certified with the
Secretary of Labor under section 1 of the Na-
tional Apprenticeship Act (29 U.S.C. 50).”.
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(e¢) EFFECTIVE DATES.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as otherwise pro-
vided in this subsection, the amendments
made by this section shall apply to contribu-
tions made after December 31, 2017.

(2) ROLLOVERS TO QUALIFIED TUITION PRO-
GRAMS.—The amendments made by sub-
section (b) shall apply to distributions after
December 31, 2017.

SA 1609. Mr. GARDNER submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the bill H.R. 1, to provide for
reconciliation pursuant to titles II and
V of the concurrent resolution on the
budget for fiscal year 2018; which was
ordered to lie on the table; as follows:

At the end of part IV of subtitle C of title
I, add the following:

SEC. 13311. ALLOWANCE OF DEDUCTIONS AND
CREDITS RELATING TO EXPENDI-
TURES IN CONNECTION WITH MARI-
JUANA SALES CONDUCTED IN COM-
PLIANCE WITH STATE LAW.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 280E is amended
by inserting before the period at the end the
following: ‘‘, unless such trade or business
consists of marijuana sales conducted in
compliance with State law’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by this section shall apply with respect
to taxable years ending after the date of the
enactment of this Act.

SA 1610. Mr. GARDNER submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the bill H.R. 1, to provide for
reconciliation pursuant to titles II and
V of the concurrent resolution on the
budget for fiscal year 2018; which was
ordered to lie on the table; as follows:

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing:
SEC. TAX-FREE

KOMBUCHA.

(a) EXCEPTION FROM DEFINITION OF BREW-
ER.—Subsection (d) of section 5052 is amend-
ed to read as follows:

‘(d) BREWER.—

‘(1 IN GENERAL.—For purposes of this
chapter, the term ‘brewer’ means any person
who brews beer or produces beer for sale.

‘(2) EXCEPTION.—The term ‘brewer’ shall
not include any person who—

‘“(A) produces only beer exempt from tax
under subsection (e) of section 5053, or

‘(B) produces only kombucha exempt from
tax under subsection (i) of such section.”.

(b) EXEMPTION FROM TAX.—Section 5053 is
amended—

(1) by redesignating subsection (i) as sub-
section (j), and

(2) by inserting after subsection (h) the fol-
lowing new subsection:

‘(1) PRODUCTION OF KOMBUCHA.—

‘(1 IN GENERAL.—Subject to regulation
prescribed by the Secretary, any person may,
without payment of tax, produce kombucha
for consumption or sale.

‘“(2) DEFINITION.—For purposes of this
chapter, the term ‘kombucha’ means a bev-
erage which—

‘““(A) is fermented solely by a symbiotic
culture of bacteria and yeast,

“(B) contains not more than 1.25 percent of
alcohol by volume,

“(C) is sold or
kombucha, and

‘(D) is derived from—

‘(i) sugar, malt or malt substitute, tea, or
coffee, and

‘“(ii) not more than 20 percent other whole-
some ingredients.”.

PRODUCTION OF

offered for sale as

SA 1611. Ms. COLLINS submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
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her to the bill H.R. 1, to provide for
reconciliation pursuant to titles II and
V of the concurrent resolution on the
budget for fiscal year 2018; which was
ordered to lie on the table; as follows:

At the end of part III of subtitle A of title
I, insert the following:

SEC. 11030. TEMPORARY REDUCTION IN MEDICAL
EXPENSE DEDUCTION FLOOR.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (f) of section
213 is amended to read as follows:

‘“(f) SPECIAL RULES FOR 2013 THROUGH
2018.—In the case of any taxable year—

‘(1) beginning after December 31, 2012, and
ending before January 1, 2017, in the case of
a taxpayer if such taxpayer or such tax-
payer’s spouse has attained age 65 before the
close of such taxable year, and

‘(2) beginning after December 31, 2016, and
ending before January 1, 2019, in the case of
any taxpayer,
subsection (a) shall be applied with respect
to a taxpayer by substituting ‘7.5 percent’ for
‘10 percent’.”.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by subsection (a) shall apply to taxable
years beginning after December 31, 2016.

SA 1612. Ms. COLLINS submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
her to the bill H.R. 1, to provide for
reconciliation pursuant to titles II and
V of the concurrent resolution on the
budget for fiscal year 2018; which was
ordered to lie on the table; as follows:

At the end of part III of subtitle A of title
I, insert the following:

SEC. 2. REFUNDABILITY OF CHILD AND DEPEND-
ENT CARE TAX CREDIT.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Internal Revenue
Code of 1986 is amended—

(1) by redesignating section 21 as section
36C, and

(2) by moving section 36C, as so redesig-
nated, from subpart A of part IV of sub-
chapter A of chapter 1 to the location imme-
diately before section 37 in subpart C of part
IV of subchapter A of chapter 1.

(b) ADJUSTMENT FOR INFLATION.—Section
36C, as redesignated by subsection (a), is
amended—

(1) by redesignating subsection (f) as sub-
section (g), and

(2) by inserting after subsection (e) the fol-
lowing new subsection:

“(f) INFLATION ADJUSTMENT.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—In the case of any tax-
able year beginning after 2017, each of the
dollar amounts in subsections (a)(2) and (c)
shall be increased by an amount equal to—

““(A) such dollar amount, multiplied by

‘“(B) the cost-of-living adjustment deter-
mined under section 1(f)(3) for the calendar
year in which the taxable year begins.

‘(2) ROUNDING.—If any increase determined
under paragraph (1) is not a multiple of $50,
such increase shall be rounded to the nearest
multiple of $50.”".

(¢) TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS.—

(1) Paragraph (1) of section 23(f) is amended
by striking ‘‘21(e)’’ and inserting ‘‘36C(e)”’.

(2) Paragraph (6) of section 35(g) is amend-
ed by striking ‘‘21(e)’’ and inserting ‘‘36C(e)”’.

(3) Paragraph (1) of section 36C(a) (as redes-
ignated by subsection (a)) is amended by
striking ‘‘this chapter’” and inserting ‘‘this
subtitle”.

(4) Subparagraph (C) of section 129(a)(2) is
amended by striking ‘‘section 21(e)”’ and in-
serting ‘‘section 36C(e)”’.

(5) Paragraph (2) of section 129(b) is amend-
ed by striking ‘‘section 21(d)(2)” and insert-
ing ‘““section 36C(d)(2)”.

(6) Paragraph (1) of section 129(e) is amend-
ed by striking ‘‘section 21(b)(2)”’ and insert-
ing ‘“‘section 36C(b)(2)”.
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(7) Subsection (e) of section 213 is amended
by striking ‘‘section 21’ and inserting ‘‘sec-
tion 36C”.

(8) Subparagraph (H) of section 6213(g)(2) is
amended by striking ‘‘section 21’ and insert-
ing ‘‘section 36C”’.

(9) Subparagraph (L) of section 6213(g)(2) is
amended by striking ‘‘section 21, 24, or 32,”
and inserting ‘‘section 24, 32, or 36C,”".

(10) Paragraph (2) of section 1324(b) of title
31, United States Code, is amended by insert-
ing ‘“36C,”” after ‘‘36B,”".

(11) The table of sections for subpart C of
part IV of subchapter A of chapter 1 is
amended by inserting after the item relating
to section 36B the following:

‘‘Sec. 36C. Expenses for household and de-
pendent care services necessary
for gainful employment.”’.

(12) The table of sections for subpart A of
such part IV is amended by striking the item
relating to section 21.

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to taxable
yvears beginning after December 31, 2017.

SA 1613. Ms. COLLINS submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
her to the bill H.R. 1, to provide for
reconciliation pursuant to titles II and
V of the concurrent resolution on the
budget for fiscal year 2018; which was
ordered to lie on the table; as follows:

At the end of part IIT of subtitle A of title
I, insert the following:

SEC. 11030. TEMPORARY REDUCTION IN MEDICAL
EXPENSE DEDUCTION FLOOR.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (f) of section
213 is amended to read as follows:

“(f) SPECIAL RULES FOR 2013 THROUGH
2018.—In the case of any taxable year—

‘(1) beginning after December 31, 2012, and
ending before January 1, 2017, in the case of
a taxpayer if such taxpayer or such tax-
payer’s spouse has attained age 65 before the
close of such taxable year, and

‘“(2) beginning after December 31, 2016, and
ending before January 1, 2019, in the case of
any taxpayer,
subsection (a) shall be applied with respect
to a taxpayer by substituting ‘7.5 percent’ for
‘10 percent’.”.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by this section shall apply to taxable
years beginning after December 31, 2016.

SA 1614. Ms. COLLINS submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
her to the bill H.R. 1, to provide for
reconciliation pursuant to titles II and
V of the concurrent resolution on the
budget for fiscal year 2018; which was
ordered to lie on the table; as follows:

At the end of part III of subtitle A of title
I, insert the following:

SEC. 2. REFUNDABILITY OF CHILD AND DEPEND-
ENT CARE TAX CREDIT.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Internal Revenue
Code of 1986 is amended—

(1) by redesignating section 21 as section
36C, and

(2) by moving section 36C, as so redesig-
nated, from subpart A of part IV of sub-
chapter A of chapter 1 to the location imme-
diately before section 37 in subpart C of part
IV of subchapter A of chapter 1.

(b) ADJUSTMENT FOR INFLATION.—Section
36C, as redesignated by subsection (a), is
amended—

(1) by redesignating subsection (f) as sub-
section (g), and

(2) by inserting after subsection (e) the fol-
lowing new subsection:

¢“(f) INFLATION ADJUSTMENT.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—In the case of any tax-
able year beginning after 2017, each of the
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dollar amounts in subsections (a)(2) and (c)
shall be increased by an amount equal to—

““(A) such dollar amount, multiplied by

‘““(B) the cost-of-living adjustment deter-
mined under section 1(f)(3) for the calendar
year in which the taxable year begins.

‘(2) ROUNDING.—If any increase determined
under paragraph (1) is not a multiple of $50,
such increase shall be rounded to the nearest
multiple of $50.”".

(¢) TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS.—

(1) Paragraph (1) of section 23(f) is amended
by striking ‘“21(e)’’ and inserting ‘36C(e)”’.

(2) Paragraph (6) of section 35(g) is amend-
ed by striking ‘‘21(e)”’ and inserting ‘36C(e)”’.

(3) Paragraph (1) of section 36C(a) (as redes-
ignated by subsection (a)) is amended by
striking ‘‘this chapter’” and inserting ‘‘this
subtitle”.

(4) Subparagraph (C) of section 129(a)(2) is
amended by striking ‘‘section 21(e)”’ and in-
serting ‘‘section 36C(e)”’.

(5) Paragraph (2) of section 129(b) is amend-
ed by striking ‘‘section 21(d)(2)”’ and insert-
ing ‘“‘section 36C(d)(2)”.

(6) Paragraph (1) of section 129(e) is amend-
ed by striking ‘‘section 21(b)(2)”’ and insert-
ing ‘‘section 36C(b)(2)”".

(7) Subsection (e) of section 213 is amended
by striking ‘‘section 21’ and inserting ‘‘sec-
tion 36C”.

(8) Subparagraph (H) of section 6213(g)(2) is
amended by striking ‘‘section 21’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘section 36C”’.

(9) Subparagraph (L) of section 6213(g)(2) is
amended by striking ‘‘section 21, 24, or 32,”
and inserting ‘‘section 24, 32, or 36C,”".

(10) Paragraph (2) of section 1324(b) of title
31, United States Code, is amended by insert-
ing ““36C,” after ‘‘36B,”".

(11) The table of sections for subpart C of
part IV of subchapter A of chapter 1 is
amended by inserting after the item relating
to section 36B the following:

“Sec. 36C. Expenses for household and de-
pendent care services necessary
for gainful employment.”.

(12) The table of sections for subpart A of
such part IV is amended by striking the item
relating to section 21.

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by subsections (a), (b), and (c) shall
apply to taxable years beginning after De-
cember 31, 2017.

SA 1615. Mr. HELLER (for himself
and Mr. CORNYN) submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill H.R. 1, to provide for rec-
onciliation pursuant to titles II and V
of the concurrent resolution on the
budget for fiscal year 2018; which was
ordered to lie on the table; as follows:

At the end of part III of subtitle D of title
I, add the following:

SEC. 14506. INTERNATIONAL REGULATED INVEST-
MENT COMPANIES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subchapter N of chapter 1
is amended by redesignating part V as part
VI and inserting after part IV the following
new part:

“PART V—INTERNATIONAL REGULATED

INVESTMENT COMPANIES
“Sec. 998. Definition of international regu-
lated investment company.
“‘Sec. 998A. Taxation of IRICs.
‘“‘Sec. 998B. Other rules.
“SEC. 998. DEFINITION OF INTERNATIONAL REG-
ULATED INVESTMENT COMPANY.

‘‘(a) GENERAL RULE.—For purposes of this
title, the terms ‘international regulated in-
vestment company’ and ‘IRIC’ mean, with
respect to any taxable year, a domestic cor-
poration which, at all times during the tax-
able year, meets the following requirements:
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‘(1) The corporation is registered under
the Investment Company Act of 1940.

‘“(2) Except as provided in subsection (c),
the corporation holds no assets other than
the stock of a single regulated investment
company—

““(A) to which part I of subchapter M ap-
plies, and

‘(B) which is not a qualified investment
entity (as defined in section 897(h)(4)(A)(ii))).

“(3) All outstanding stock of the corpora-
tion is held by nonresident alien individuals
(and their foreign estates) and qualified for-
eign pension funds (within the meaning of
section 897(1)(2)).

‘‘(4) The corporation has in effect an elec-
tion to be treated as an IRIC.

‘“(b) ELECTION.—An election to be treated
as an IRIC shall apply to the taxable year for
which made and all subsequent taxable years
until terminated. Such election shall be
made for any taxable year not later than the
due date (with extensions) for the return of
tax imposed by this subtitle for the taxable
year.

‘‘(c) PERMITTED ASSETS.—For purposes of
subsection (a)(2), an IRIC may hold—

(1) an amount of cash and cash equiva-
lents reasonably necessary or appropriate for
the corporation to conduct its normal af-
fairs, and

‘“(2) such other assets as are incidental to
the corporation’s conduct of its normal af-
fairs or otherwise allowed by the Secretary.

*“(d) TERMINATION.—

‘(1 IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in
paragraph (2), if a corporation fails to meet
the requirements of subsection (a) at any
time during the taxable year, the corpora-
tion shall not be treated as an IRIC for such
taxable year.

¢“(2) INADVERTENT FAILURE.—

‘““(A) IN GENERAL.—A corporation which
fails to meet the requirements of subsection
(a) for any taxable year shall nevertheless be
considered to have satisfied the require-
ments of such subsection for such taxable
year if—

‘‘(i) the failure was due to reasonable cause
and not due to willful neglect,

‘‘(ii) no later than 30 days after the dis-
covery of the event causing such failure, the
corporation meets the requirements of sub-
section (a),

‘‘(iii) in the case of a failure to meet the
requirements of subsection (a)(3) for any pe-
riod, the failure was caused by persons not
described therein holding, in the aggregate,
less than 1 percent of the stock (by value) of
the corporation, and

‘‘(iv) the corporation pays the additional
tax imposed by reason of subparagraph (B).

“(B) IMPOSITION OF ADDITIONAL TAX ON CER-
TAIN FAILURES.—In the case of a failure de-
scribed in subparagraph (A)(iii) for any tax-
able year, the tax imposed by section 998A(a)
on the IRIC shall be equal to the sum of —

‘(i) the tax determined under such section
(without regard to this subparagraph) on
amounts received by the IRIC for the taxable
year other than amounts so received which
are attributable to stock held by persons not
described in subsection (a)(3) for the period
so held, plus

‘‘(ii) 100 percent of the amounts received
which are so attributable.

The Secretary shall prescribe rules for the
proper allocation of deductions to amounts
described in this subparagraph.

“SEC. 998A. TAXATION OF IRICS.

‘“‘(a) IN GENERAL.—In the case of an IRIC,
there shall be imposed, in lieu of the tax im-
posed by section 11, a tax equal to 30 percent
of the excess of—

‘(1) the amounts received by the IRIC
which (before the application of any treaty)
would be subject to tax under section 871(a)
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if received by a nonresident alien individual,
over

‘“(2) the deductions properly allocable to
such amounts (other than deductions al-
lowed under sections 163, 172, 243, and such
other provisions as the Secretary may pre-
scribe in regulations to prevent abuse).

“(b) TREATIES.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—In the case of a treaty
IRIC, subsection (a) shall be applied by sub-
stituting ‘15 percent’ for ‘30 percent’.

‘(2) TREATY IRIC.—For purposes of para-
graph (1), the term ‘treaty IRIC’ means an
IRIC—

‘“(A) all the outstanding stock of which is
held by persons resident in a country that
has in effect with the United States an in-
come tax treaty pursuant to which such per-
sons would, by reason of section 894(a), be
subject to tax under section 871(a) on divi-
dends at a rate not greater than 15 percent,
and

‘(B) which elects to be a treaty IRIC.
Rules similar to the rules of section 998(b)
shall apply to an election under subpara-
graph (B).

“SEC. 998B. OTHER RULES.

““(a) COORDINATION WITH SUBCHAPTER M.—
Except as provided in subsection (e), an IRIC
shall not be treated as a regulated invest-
ment company for purposes of this title.

“(b) NO CARRYOVERS.—

‘(1) CARRYOVERS TO IRIC YEARS.—No
carryforward, and no carryback, arising for a
taxable year for which the corporation is not
an IRIC may be carried to a taxable year for
which such corporation is an IRIC.

‘(2) CARRYOVERS FROM IRIC YEARS.—No
carryforward, and no carryback, shall arise
for a taxable year for which a corporation is
an IRIC.

“(c) CERTAIN TAXES NOT TO APPLY.—Sec-
tions 531 and 541 shall not apply to an IRIC.

“(d) CREDITS NOT ALLOWED.—No credits
under this chapter shall be allowed to an
IRIC.

‘‘(e) REDEMPTIONS.—In applying section
302(b)(5), an IRIC shall be treated as a pub-
licly offered regulated investment company.

¢(f) RELIANCE ON CERTIFICATION.—

‘(1) RELIANCE.—With respect to the re-
quirement in sections 998(a)(3) and
998A(b)(2)(A), a corporation may rely on the
certification of its shareholders, unless or
until such time that the corporation has rea-
son to know that the certification is false or
is no longer true.

‘(2) REDEMPTION UPON FALSE CERTIFI-
CATION.—If a corporation has reason to know
that the certification made by one of its
shareholders is false or is no longer true, the
corporation must redeem the stock held by
such shareholder as soon as reasonably prac-
ticable (and in no case more than 30 days
after the corporation obtains such reason to
know). Failure to redeem such stock in a
timely manner shall result in the corpora-
tion failing the requirement of section
998(a)(3) or 998A(b)(2)(A), whichever is appli-
cable.

“(3) CERTIFICATION BY CERTAIN INSTITU-
TIONS.—For purposes of this subsection, a
certification with regard to a person which is
made by an institution described in section
871(h)(5)(B) in a form satisfactory to the Sec-
retary under section 871(h) shall be deemed
to be a certification by such person.”’.

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of
parts for subchapter N of chapter 1 is amend-
ed by redesignating the item relating to part
V as relating to part VI and inserting after
the item relating to part IV the following
new item:

“PART V—INTERNATIONAL REGULATED
INVESTMENT COMPANIES”.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to taxable
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years beginning after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act.

SA 1616. Mr. HELLER submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the bill H.R. 1, to provide for
reconciliation pursuant to titles II and
V of the concurrent resolution on the
budget for fiscal year 2018; which was
ordered to lie on the table; as follows:

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing:

SEC. . EXTENSION OF GEOTHERMAL EN-
ERGY PROPERTY.

(a) CREDIT PERCENTAGE FOR GEOTHERMAL
ENERGY PROPERTY.—Section 48(a)(2)(A)({)(II)
is amended by striking ‘‘paragraph (3)(A)({1)”’
and inserting ‘‘clause (i) or (iii) of paragraph
@B)A)”.

(b) PHASEOUT OF 30-PERCENT CREDIT RATE
FOR GEOTHERMAL ENERGY PROPERTY.—Sec-
tion 48(a)(6) is amended—

(1) in the heading, by inserting ‘“‘AND GEO-
THERMAL’’ after ‘‘SOLAR’’;

(2) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘para-
graph (3)(A)(i)”” and inserting ‘‘clause (i) or
(iii) of paragraph (3)(A)’; and

(3) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘‘prop-
erty energy property described in paragraph
(3)(A)(1)” and inserting ‘‘energy property de-
scribed in clause (i) or (iii) of paragraph
3)A)”.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall take effect on
January 1, 2017.

SA 1617. Mr. HELLER submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the bill H.R. 1, to provide for
reconciliation pursuant to titles II and
V of the concurrent resolution on the
budget for fiscal year 2018; which was
ordered to lie on the table; as follows:

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing:
SEC.

. TECHNOLOGIES FOR ENERGY JOBS

AND SECURITY.

(a) EXTENSION AND PHASEOUT OF RESIDEN-
TIAL ENERGY EFFICIENT PROPERTY.—

(1) EXTENSION.—Section 25D(h) is amended
by striking ‘‘December 31, 2016 (December 31,
2021, in the case of any qualified solar elec-
tric property expenditures and qualified
solar water heating property expenditures)”’,
and inserting ‘‘December 31, 2021"°.

(2) PHASEOUT.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—Paragraphs (3), (4), and
(5) of section 256D(a) are amended by striking
¢80 percent’” each place it appears and in-
serting ‘‘the applicable percentage’.

(B) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section
25D(g) is amended by striking ‘‘paragraphs
(1) and (2) of”.

(3) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this subsection shall take effect on
January 1, 2017.

(b) EXTENSION AND PHASEOUT OF ENERGY
CREDIT.—

(1) CREDIT PERCENTAGE FOR GEOTHERMAL
ENERGY PROPERTY.—Section 48(a)(2)(A)(1)(II)
is amended by striking ‘‘paragraph (3)(A)({)”’
and inserting ‘‘clause (i) or (iii) of paragraph
@A),

(2) EXTENSION OF SOLAR AND THERMAL EN-
ERGY PROPERTY.—Section 48(a)(3)(A) is
amended—

(A) in clause (ii) by striking ‘‘periods end-
ing before January 1, 2017 and inserting
“property the construction of which begins
before January 1, 2022’’; and

(B) in clause (vii) by striking ‘‘periods end-
ing before January 1, 2017 and inserting
“property the construction of which begins
before January 1, 2022°°.

(3) PHASEOUT OF 30-PERCENT CREDIT RATE
FOR GEOTHERMAL ENERGY PROPERTY.—Section
48(a)(6) is amended—
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(A) in the heading, by inserting ‘‘AND GEO-
THERMAL’ after ‘‘SOLAR’’;

(B) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘para-
graph (3)(A)(i)”’ and inserting ‘‘clause (i) or
(iii) of paragraph (3)(A)’; and

(C) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘‘prop-
erty energy property described in paragraph
(3)(A)(1)” and inserting ‘‘energy property de-
scribed in clause (i) or (iii) of paragraph
@A),

(4) PHASEOUT OF 30-PERCENT CREDIT RATE
FOR FIBER-OPTIC SOLAR, QUALIFIED FUEL CELL,
AND QUALIFIED SMALL WIND ENERGY PROP-
ERTY.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—Section 48(a) is amended
by adding the following:

“(7) PHASEOUT FOR FIBER-OPTIC SOLAR,
QUALIFIED FUEL CELL, AND QUALIFIED SMALL
WIND ENERGY PROPERTY.—In the case of any
energy property described in paragraph
(3)(A)(ii), qualified fuel cell property, or
qualified small wind property, the energy
percentage determined under paragraph (2)
shall be equal to—

‘““(A) in the case of any property the con-
struction of which begins after December 31,
2019, and before January 1, 2021, 26 percent,
and

‘“(B) in the case of any property the con-
struction of which begins after December 31,
2020, and before January 1, 2022, 22 percent.”.

(B) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section
48(a)(2)(A) is amended by striking ‘‘para-
graph (6)”’ and inserting ‘‘paragraphs (6) and
M.

(6) EXTENSION OF QUALIFIED FUEL CELL
PROPERTY.—Section 48(c)(1)(D) is amended by
striking ‘‘for any period after December 31,
2016° and inserting ‘‘the construction of
which does not begin before January 1, 2022”.

(6) EXTENSION OF QUALIFIED MICROTURBINE
PROPERTY.—Section 48(c)(2)(D) is amended by
striking ‘‘for any period after December 31,
2016’ and inserting ‘‘the construction of
which does not begin before January 1, 2022”°.

(7) EXTENSION OF COMBINED HEAT AND POWER
SYSTEM PROPERTY.—Section 48(c)(3)(A)({v) is
amended by striking ‘‘which is placed in
service before January 1, 2017 and inserting
“the construction of which begins before
January 1, 2022”.

(8) EXTENSION OF QUALIFIED SMALL WIND EN-
ERGY PROPERTY.—Section 48(c)(4)(C) is
amended by striking ‘‘for any period after
December 31, 2016’ and inserting ‘‘the con-
struction of which does not begin before Jan-
uary 1, 2022,

(9) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this subsection shall take effect on
January 1, 2017.

(c) WASTE HEAT TO POWER PROPERTY.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—

(A) INTRODUCTION OF WASTE TO HEAT POWER
ENERGY PROPERTY.—Section 48(a)(3)(A) is
amended—

(i) at the end of clause (vi) by striking
“or”’; and

(ii) at the end of clause (vii) by inserting

or’’ after the comma; and

(iii) by adding the following:

‘“(viii) waste heat to power property,’’.

(B) DEFINITIONS AND LIMITATIONS.—Section
48(c) is amended by adding the following:

*“(6) WASTE HEAT TO POWER PROPERTY.—

‘“(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘waste heat to
power property’ means property—

‘(i) comprising a system which generates
electricity through the recovery of a quali-
fied waste heat resource, and

‘“(ii) the construction of which begins be-
fore January 1, 2022.

“(B) QUALIFIED WASTE HEAT RESOURCE.—
The term ‘qualified waste heat resource’
means—

‘(i) exhaust heat or flared gas from an in-
dustrial process that does not have, as its
primary purpose, the production of elec-
tricity, and
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‘‘(i1) a pressure drop in any gas for an in-
dustrial or commercial process.

¢(C) LIMITATIONS.—

‘(i) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of sub-
section (a)(1), the basis of any waste heat to
power property taken into account under
this section shall not exceed the excess of—

‘“(I) the basis of such property, over

““(IT) the fair market value of comparable
property which does not have the capacity to
capture and convert a qualified waste heat
resource to electricity.

“(ii) CAPACITY LIMITATION.—The term
‘waste heat to power property’ shall not in-
clude any property comprising a system if
such system has a capacity in excess of 50
megawatts.”.

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this subsection shall apply to peri-
ods after December 31, 2016, in taxable years
ending after such date, under rules similar to
the rules of section 48(m) of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 (as in effect on the day
before the date of the enactment of the Rev-
enue Reconciliation Act of 1990).

SA 1618. Mr. HATCH (for himself and
Ms. MURKOWSKI) submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill H.R. 1, to provide for rec-
onciliation pursuant to titles IIT and V
of the concurrent resolution on the
budget for fiscal year 2018; which was
ordered to lie on the table; as follows:

Strike all after the first word and insert
the following:

TITLE I
SEC. 11000. SHORT TITLE, ETC.

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This title may be cited
as the “Tax Cuts and Jobs Act”.

(b) AMENDMENT OF 1986 CODE.—Except as
otherwise expressly provided, whenever in
this title an amendment or repeal is ex-
pressed in terms of an amendment to, or re-
peal of, a section or other provision, the ref-
erence shall be considered to be made to a
section or other provision of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986.

Subtitle A—Individual Tax Reform
PART I—TAX RATE REFORM
SEC. 11001. MODIFICATION OF RATES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 1 is amended by
adding at the end the following new sub-
section:

“If taxable income is:

Over $13,600 but not over
$51,800.

Over $51,800 but not over
$70,000.

Over $70,000 but not over
$160,000.

Over $160,000 but not over
$200,000.

Over $200,000 but not over
$500,000.

Over $500,000
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The tax is:
$1,360, plus 12% of the ex-
cess over $13,600.
$5,944, plus 22% of the ex-
cess over $51,800.
$9,948, plus 24% of the ex-
cess over $70,000.
$31,548, plus 32% of the
excess over $160,000.
$44,348, plus 35% of the
excess over $200,000.
$149,348, plus 38.5% of the
excess over $500,000.

‘(C) UNMARRIED INDIVIDUALS OTHER THAN
SURVIVING SPOUSES AND HEADS OF HOUSE-
HOLDS.—The following table shall be applied
in lieu of the table contained in subsection

(o)

“If taxable income is:

Not over $9,5625 ................

Over $9,525 but not over
$38,700.

Over $38,700 but not over
$70,000.

Over $70,000 but not over
$160,000.

Over $160,000 but not over
$200,000.

Over $200,000 but not over
$500,000.

Over $500,000

The tax is:
10% of taxable income.
$952.50, plus 12% of the
excess over $9,525.
$4,453.50, plus 22% of the
excess over $38,700.
$11,339.50, plus 24% of the
excess over $70,000.
$32,939.50, plus 32% of the
excess over $160,000.
$45,739.50, plus 35% of the
excess over $200,000.
$150,739.50, plus 38.5% of
the excess over $500,000.

(D) MARRIED INDIVIDUALS FILING SEPARATE
RETURNS.—The following table shall be ap-
plied in lieu of the table contained in sub-

section (d):

“If taxable income is:

Not over $9,525 ................

Over $9,525 but not over
$38,700.

Over $38,700 but not over
$70,000.

Over $70,000 but not over
$160,000.

Over $160,000 but not over
$200,000.

Over $200,000 but not over
$500,000.

Over $500,000

The tax is:
10% of taxable income.
$952.50, plus 12% of the
excess over $9,5625.
$4,453.50, plus 22% of the
excess over $38,700.
$11,339.50, plus 24% of the
excess over $70,000.
$32,939.50, plus 32% of the
excess over $160,000.
$45,739.50, plus 35% of the
excess over $200,000.
$150,739.50, plus 38.5% of
the excess over $500,000.

‘“‘(E) ESTATES AND TRUSTS.—The following
table shall be applied in lieu of the table con-
tained in subsection (e):

“If taxable income is:

Not over $2,550 ................

Over $2,550 but not over
$9,150.

Over $9,150 but not over
$12,500.

Over $12,500 ...........coevunnnns

The tax is:
10% of taxable income.
$255, plus 24% of the ex-
cess over $2,550.
$1,839, plus 35% of the ex-
cess over $9,150.
$3,011.50, plus 38.5% of
the excess over $12,500.

“(j) MODIFICATIONS FOR TAXABLE YEARS

2018 THROUGH 2025.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—In the case of a taxable
year beginning after December 31, 2017, and
before January 1, 2026—

‘“(A) subsection (i) shall not apply, and

‘“(B) this section (other than subsection (i))
shall be applied as provided in paragraphs (2)

through (7).
“(2) RATE TABLES.—

“‘(A) MARRIED INDIVIDUALS FILING JOINT RE-
TURNS AND SURVIVING SPOUSES.—The fol-
lowing table shall be applied in lieu of the
table contained in subsection (a):

“If taxable income is:

Not over $19,050 ...

Over $19,050 but no
$717,400.

Over $77,400 but not over
$140,000.

Over $140,000 but not over
$320,000.

Over $320,000 but not over
$400,000.

Over $400,000 but not over
$1,000,000.

Over $1,000,000 .................

The tax is:
10% of taxable income.
$1,905, plus 12% of the ex-
cess over $19,050.
$8,907, plus 22% of the ex-
cess over $77,400.
$22,679, plus 24% of the
excess over $140,000.
$65,879, plus 32% of the
excess over $320,000.
$91,479, plus 35% of the
excess over $400,000.
$301,479 plus 38.5% of the
excess over $1,000,000.

“(B) HEADS OF HOUSEHOLDS.—The following
table shall be applied in lieu of the table con-
tained in subsection (b):

“If taxable income is:
Not over $13,600

The tax is:
10% of taxable income.

‘“(F) REFERENCES TO RATE TABLES.—ANy
reference in this title to a rate of tax under
subsection (c) shall be treated as a reference
to the corresponding rate bracket under sub-
paragraph (C) of this paragraph, except that
the reference in section 3402(q)(1) to the third
lowest rate of tax applicable under sub-
section (c¢) shall be treated as a reference to
the fourth lowest rate of tax under subpara-
graph (C).

‘“(3) ADJUSTMENTS, ELIMINATION OF MAR-
RIAGE PENALTY; ETC.—

“(A) NO ADJUSTMENT IN 2018.—The tables
contained in paragraph (2) shall apply with-
out adjustment for taxable years beginning
after December 31, 2017, and before January
1, 2019.

‘“(B) SUBSEQUENT YEARS.—For taxable
years beginning after December 31, 2018, the
Secretary shall prescribe tables which shall
apply in lieu of the tables contained in para-
graph (2) in the same manner as under para-
graphs (1) and (2) of subsection (f), except
that in prescribing such tables—

‘(i) subsection (f)(3) shall be applied by
substituting ‘calendar year 2017 for ‘cal-
endar year 2016° in subparagraph (A)(ii)
thereof, and

‘“(ii) subsection (f)(7) shall not apply and—

‘(I) the maximum taxable income in each
of the rate brackets in the table contained in
paragraph (2)(A) (and the minimum taxable
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income in the next higher taxable income
bracket with respect to each such bracket in
such table) shall be 200 percent of the max-
imum taxable income in the corresponding
rate bracket in the table contained in para-
graph (2)(C) (after any other adjustment
under paragraph (3)), and

‘““(II) the comparable taxable income
amounts in the table contained in paragraph
(2)(D) shall be Y2 of the amounts determined
under subparagraph (A).

‘“(4) SPECIAL RULES FOR CERTAIN CHILDREN
WITH UNEARNED INCOME.—

‘“‘(A) IN GENERAL.—In the case of a child to
whom subsection (g) applies for the taxable
year, the rules of subparagraphs (B) and (C)
shall apply in lieu of the rule under sub-
section (g)(1).

“(B) MODIFICATIONS TO APPLICABLE RATE
BRACKETS.—In determining the amount of
tax imposed by this section for the taxable
year on a child described in subparagraph
(A), the income tax table otherwise applica-
ble under this subsection to the child shall
be applied with the following modifications:

‘(i) 24-PERCENT BRACKET.—The maximum
taxable income which is taxed at a rate
below 24 percent shall not be more than the
earned taxable income of such child.

‘“(ii) 35-PERCENT BRACKET.—The maximum
taxable income which is taxed at a rate
below 35 percent shall not be more than the
sum of—

‘““(I) the earned taxable income of such
child, plus

“(IT) the minimum taxable income for the
35-percent bracket in the table under para-
graph (2)(E) (as adjusted under paragraph (3))
for the taxable year.

¢“(iii) 38.5-PERCENT BRACKET.—The max-
imum taxable income which is taxed at a
rate below 38.5 percent shall not be more
than the sum of—

““(I) the earned taxable income of such
child, plus

‘(IT) the minimum taxable income for the
38.5-percent bracket in the table under para-
graph (2)(E) (as adjusted under paragraph (3))
for the taxable year.

¢(C) COORDINATION WITH CAPITAL GAINS
RATES.—For purposes of applying section 1(h)
(after the modifications under paragraph
5)—

‘(i) the maximum zero rate amount shall
not be more than the sum of—

‘“(I) the earned taxable income of such
child, plus

‘“(IT) the amount in effect under paragraph
(5)(B)(1)(IV) for the taxable year, and

‘‘(ii) the maximum 15-percent rate amount
shall not be more than the sum of—

‘““(I) the earned taxable income of such
child, plus

“(IT) the amount in effect under paragraph
(5)(B)(ii)(IV) for the taxable year.

‘(D) EARNED TAXABLE INCOME.—For pur-
poses of this paragraph, the term ‘earned
taxable income’ means, with respect to any
child for any taxable year, the taxable in-
come of such child reduced (but not below
zero) by the net unearned income (as defined
in subsection (g)(4)) of such child.

““(5) APPLICATION OF CURRENT INCOME TAX
BRACKETS TO CAPITAL GAINS BRACKETS.—

““(A) IN GENERAL.—Section 1(h)(1) shall be
applied—

‘(i) by substituting ‘below the maximum
zero rate amount’ for ‘which would (without
regard to this paragraph) be taxed at a rate
below 25 percent’ in subparagraph (B)(i), and

‘“(ii) by substituting ‘below the maximum
15-percent rate amount’ for ‘which would
(without regard to this paragraph) be taxed
at a rate below 39.6 percent’ in subparagraph
(©)(A)(D).

“(B) MAXIMUM AMOUNTS DEFINED.—For pur-
poses of applying section 1(h) with the modi-
fications described in subparagraph (A)—
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‘(i) MAXIMUM ZERO RATE AMOUNT.—The
maximum zero rate amount shall be—

“(I) in the case of a joint return or sur-
viving spouse, $77,200 (Y2 such amount in the
case of a married individual filing a separate
return),

‘“(IT) in the case of an individual who is a
head of household (as defined in section 2(b)),
$51,700,

‘(ITIT) in the case of any other individual
(other than an estate or trust), an amount
equal to %2 of the amount in effect for the
taxable year under clause (i), and

‘(IV) in the case of an estate or trust,
$2,600.

“(ii) MAXIMUM 15-PERCENT RATE AMOUNT.—
The maximum 15-percent rate amount shall
be—

‘() in the case of a joint return or sur-
viving spouse, $479,000 (*2 such amount in the
case of a married individual filing a separate
return),

‘“(IT) in the case of an individual who is the
head of a household (as defined in section
2(b)), $452,400,

‘“(IIT) in the case of any other individual
(other than an estate or trust), $425,800, and

“(IV) in the case of an estate or trust,
$12,700.

¢“(C) INFLATION ADJUSTMENT.—In the case
of any taxable year beginning after 2018,
each of the dollar amounts in clauses (i) and
(ii) of subparagraph (B) shall be increased by
an amount equal to—

‘(i) such dollar amount, multiplied by

‘(i) the cost-of-living adjustment deter-
mined under subsection (f)(3) for the cal-
endar year in which the taxable year begins,
determined by substituting ‘calendar year
2017’ for ‘calendar year 2016’ in subparagraph
(A)(ii) thereof.

¢“(6) SECTION 15 NOT TO APPLY.—Section 15
shall not apply to any change in a rate of tax
by reason of this subsection.”.

(b) DUE DILIGENCE TAX PREPARER REQUIRE-
MENT WITH RESPECT TO HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD
FILING STATUS.—Subsection (g) of section
6695 is amended to read as follows:

‘“(g) FAILURE TO BE DILIGENT IN DETER-
MINING ELIGIBILITY FOR CERTAIN TAX BENE-
FITS.—Any person who is a tax return pre-
parer with respect to any return or claim for
refund who fails to comply with due dili-
gence requirements imposed by the Sec-
retary by regulations with respect to deter-
mining—

‘(1) eligibility to file as a head of house-
hold (as defined in section 2(b)) on the re-
turn, or

‘“(2) eligibility for, or the amount of, the
credit allowable by section 24, 25A(a)(1), or
32,
shall pay a penalty of $5600 for each such fail-
ure.”’.

(¢c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to taxable
years beginning after December 31, 2017.

SEC. 11002. INFLATION ADJUSTMENTS BASED ON
CHAINED CPI.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (f) of section 1
is amended by striking paragraph (3) and by
inserting after paragraph (2) the following
new paragraph:

¢“(3) COST-OF-LIVING ADJUSTMENT.—For pur-
poses of this subsection—

‘“(A) IN GENERAL.—The cost-of-living ad-
justment for any calendar year is the per-
centage (if any) by which—

‘(i) the C-CPI-U for the preceding calendar
year, exceeds

‘“(i1) the CPI for calendar year 2016, multi-
plied by the amount determined under sub-
paragraph (B).

‘(B) AMOUNT DETERMINED.—The amount
determined under this clause is the amount
obtained by dividing—

‘(i) the C-CPI-U for calendar year 2016, by

‘‘(ii) the CPI for calendar year 2016.
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‘(C) SPECIAL RULE FOR ADJUSTMENTS WITH
A BASE YEAR AFTER 2016.—For purposes of any
provision of this title which provides for the
substitution of a year after 2016 for ‘2016’ in
subparagraph (A)(ii), subparagraph (A) shall
be applied by substituting ‘the C-CPI-U for
calendar year 2016’ for ‘the CPI for calendar
year 2016’ and all that follows in clause (ii)
thereof.”.

(b) C-CPI-U.—Subsection (f) of section 1 is
amended by striking paragraph (7), by redes-
ignating paragraph (6) as paragraph (7), and
by inserting after paragraph (5) the following
new paragraph:

‘(6) C-CPI-U.—For purposes of this sub-
section—

““(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘C-CPI-U’
means the Chained Consumer Price Index for
All Urban Consumers (as published by the
Bureau of Labor Statistics of the Depart-
ment of Labor). The values of the Chained
Consumer Price Index for All Urban Con-
sumers taken into account for purposes of
determining the cost-of-living adjustment
for any calendar year under this subsection
shall be the latest values so published as of
the date on which such Bureau publishes the
initial value of the Chained Consumer Price
Index for All Urban Consumers for the
month of August for the preceding calendar
year.

‘(B) DETERMINATION FOR CALENDAR YEAR.—
The C-CPI-U for any calendar year is the av-
erage of the C-CPI-U as of the close of the 12-
month period ending on August 31 of such
calendar year.”.

(c) APPLICATION TO PERMANENT TAX TA-
BLES.—Section 1(f)(2)(A) is amended by in-
serting ‘‘, determined by substituting ‘1992’
for ‘2016’ in paragraph (3)(A)(@i)”.

(d) APPLICATION TO OTHER INTERNAL REV-
ENUE CODE OF 1986 PROVISIONS.—

(1) The following sections are each amend-
ed by striking ‘‘for ‘calendar year 1992’ in
subparagraph (B)” and inserting ‘‘for ‘cal-
endar year 2016’ in subparagraph (A)(ii)’’:

(A) Section 23(h)(2).

(B) Paragraphs (1)(A)(ii) and (2)(A)(ii) of
section 25A(h).

(C) Section 256B(b)(3)(B).

(D) Subsection (b)(2)(B)(ii)(II), and clauses
(i) and (ii) of subsection (j)(1)(B), of section
32

(E) Section 36B(f)(2)(B)({1i)ID).

(F) Section 41(e)(5)(C)(1).

((¢)] Subsections (e)3)(D)(ii)
(h)(3)(H)(i)(IT) of section 42.

(H) Section 456R(d)(3)(B)(ii).

(I) Section 62(d)(3)(B).

(J) Section 125(i)(2)(B).

(K) Section 135(b)(2)(B)(ii).

(L) Section 137(£)(2).

(M) Section 146(d)(2)(B).

(N) Section 147(c)(2)(H)(i).

(0) Section 179(b)(6)(A)({1).

(P) Subsections (b)(56)(C)(A)(II) and (g)(8)(B)
of section 219.

(Q) Section 220(g)(2).

(R) Section 221(f)(1)(B).

(S) Section 223(g2)(1)(B).

(T) Section 408A(c)(3)(D)(ii).

(U) Section 430(c)(7)(D)(vii)(ID).

(V) Section 512(d)(2)(B).

(W) Section 513(h)(2)(C)(ii).

(X) Section 831(b)(2)(D)(ii).

(Y) Section 877A(a)(3)(B)(1)(II).

(Z) Section 2010(c)(3)(B)(ii).

(AA) Section 2032A(a)(3)(B).

(BB) Section 2503(b)(2)(B).

(CC) Section 4261(e)(4)(A)(ii).

(DD) Section 5000A(c)(3)(D)(ii).

(EE) Section 6323(1)(4)(B).

(FF) Section 6334(g)(1)(B).

(GG) Section 6601(j)(3)(B).

(HH) Section 6651(i)(1).

(II) Section 6652(c)(T)(A).

(JJ) Section 6695(h)(1).

(KK) Section 6698(e)(1).

and
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(LL) Section 6699(e)(1).

(MM) Section 6721(f)(1).

(NN) Section 6722(f)(1).

(00) Section 7345(f)(2).

(PP) Section 7430(c)(1).

(QQ) Section 9831(d)(2)(D)(ii)(II).

(2) Section 41(e)(5)(C)(ii) is amended—

(A) by striking “1(f)(3)(B)”’ and inserting
“1(H)(B)(A)({1)”, and

(B) by striking ‘‘1992” and inserting ‘2016’’.

(3) Section 42(h)(6)(G) is amended—

(A) by striking ‘“‘for ‘calendar year 1987’
in clause (i)(II) and inserting ‘‘for ‘calendar
year 2016’ in subparagraph (A)(ii) thereof”,
and

(B) by striking ‘‘if the CPI for any calendar
year” and all that follows in clause (ii) and
inserting ‘‘if the C-CPI-U for any calendar
year (as defined in section 1(f)(6)) exceeds the
C-CPI-U for the preceding calendar year by
more than 5 percent, the C-CPI-U for the
base calendar year shall be increased such
that such excess shall never be taken into
account under clause (i). In the case of a base
calendar year before 2017, the C-CPI-U for
such year shall be determined by multi-
plying the CPI for such year by the amount
determined under section 1(f)(3)(B).”".

(4) Section 132(f)(6)(A)(ii) is amended by
striking ‘‘for ‘calendar year 1992’ and in-
serting ‘‘for ‘calendar year 2016’ in subpara-
graph (A)(ii) thereof”.

(5) Section 162(0)(3) is amended by striking
“adjusted for changes in the Consumer Price
Index (as defined in section 1(f)(5)) since
1991 and inserting ‘‘adjusted by increasing
any such amount under the 1991 agreement
by an amount equal to—

“(A) such amount, multiplied by

‘““(B) the cost-of-living adjustment deter-
mined under section 1(f)(3) for the calendar
year in which the taxable year begins, by
substituting ‘calendar year 1990° for ‘cal-
endar year 2016° in subparagraph (A)(ii)
thereof”.

(6) So much of clause (ii) of section
213(d)(10)(B) as precedes the last sentence is
amended to read as follows:

*“(ii) MEDICAL CARE COST ADJUSTMENT.—For
purposes of clause (i), the medical care cost
adjustment for any calendar year is the per-
centage (if any) by which—

‘(D) the medical care component of the C-
CPI-U (as defined in section 1(f)(6)) for Au-
gust of the preceding calendar year, exceeds

““(II) such component of the CPI (as defined
in section 1(f)(4)) for August of 1996, multi-
plied by the amount determined under sec-
tion 1(£)(3)(B).”.

(7) Section 877(a)(2) is amended by striking
“for ‘1992’ in subparagraph (B)”’ and inserting
“for ‘2016’ in subparagraph (A)(ii)”.

(8) Section 911(b)(2)(D)(i1)(II) is amended by
striking ‘‘for ‘1992’ in subparagraph (B)”’ and
inserting ‘‘for ‘2016’ in subparagraph (A)@ii)”.

(9) Paragraph (2) of section 1274A(d) is
amended to read as follows:

‘“(2) ADJUSTMENT FOR INFLATION.—In the
case of any debt instrument arising out of a
sale or exchange during any calendar year
after 1989, each dollar amount contained in
the preceding provisions of this section shall
be increased by an amount equal to—

“(A) such amount, multiplied by

‘“(B) the cost-of-living adjustment deter-

mined under section 1(f)(3) for the calendar
year in which the taxable year begins, by
substituting ‘calendar year 1988° for ‘cal-
endar year 2016° in subparagraph (A)(ii)
thereof.
Any increase under the preceding sentence
shall be rounded to the nearest multiple of
$100 (or, if such increase is a multiple of $50,
such increase shall be increased to the near-
est multiple of $100).”.

(10) Section 4161(b)(2)(C)(i)(II) is amended
by striking ‘“‘for ‘1992’ in subparagraph (B)”
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and inserting ‘‘for ‘2016’
(A1),

(11) Section 4980I(b)(3)(C)(V)(II) is amended
by striking ‘“‘for ‘1992’ in subparagraph (B)”’
and inserting ‘for ‘2016’ in subparagraph
(A)(iD)”.

(12) Section 6039F(d) is amended by strik-
ing ‘‘subparagraph (B) thereof shall be ap-
plied by substituting ‘1995’ for ‘1992’ *’ and in-
serting ‘‘subparagraph (A)(ii) thereof shall be
applied by substituting ‘1995’ for ‘2016’ .

(13) Section 7872(g)(5) is amended to read as
follows:

““(5) ADJUSTMENT OF LIMIT FOR INFLATION.—
In the case of any loan made during any cal-
endar year after 1986, the dollar amount in
paragraph (2) shall be increased by an
amount equal to—

‘‘(A) such amount, multiplied by

‘(B) the cost-of-living adjustment deter-

mined under section 1(f)(3) for the calendar
yvear in which the taxable year begins, by
substituting ‘calendar year 1985 for ‘cal-
endar year 2016’ in subparagraph (A)(ii)
thereof.
Any increase under the preceding sentence
shall be rounded to the nearest multiple of
$100 (or, if such increase is a multiple of $50,
such increase shall be increased to the near-
est multiple of $100).”.

(e) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to taxable
years beginning after December 31, 2017.
PART II—-DEDUCTION FOR QUALIFIED

BUSINESS INCOME OF PASS-THRU ENTI-

TIES
SEC. 11011. DEDUCTION FOR QUALIFIED BUSI-

NESS INCOME.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Part VI of subchapter B
of chapter 1 is amended by adding at the end
the following new section:

“SEC. 199A. QUALIFIED BUSINESS INCOME.

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—In the case of a taxpayer
other than a corporation, there shall be al-
lowed as a deduction for any taxable year an
amount equal to the lesser of—

‘(1) the combined qualified business in-
come amount of the taxpayer, or

‘“(2) an amount equal to 17.4 percent of the
excess (if any) of—

‘‘(A) the taxable income of the taxpayer for
the taxable year, over

“(B) any net capital gain (as defined in sec-
tion 1(h)) of the taxpayer for the taxable
year.

“(b) COMBINED QUALIFIED BUSINESS INCOME
AMOUNT.—For purposes of this section—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘combined
qualified business income amount’ means,
with respect to any taxable year, an amount
equal to—

‘“(A) the sum of the amounts determined
under paragraph (2) for each qualified trade
or business carried on by the taxpayer, plus

‘“(B) 17.4 percent of the aggregate amount
of the qualified REIT dividends and qualified
cooperative dividends of the taxpayer for the
taxable year.

¢“(2) DETERMINATION OF DEDUCTIBLE AMOUNT
FOR EACH TRADE OR BUSINESS.—The amount
determined under this paragraph with re-
spect to any qualified trade or business is
the lesser of—

““(A) 17.4 percent of the taxpayer’s qualified
business income with respect to the qualified
trade or business, or

‘““(B) 50 percent of the W-2 wages with re-
spect to the qualified trade or business.

“(3) MODIFICATIONS TO THE WAGE LIMIT
BASED ON TAXABLE INCOME.—

‘“‘(A) EXCEPTION FROM WAGE LIMIT.—In the
case of any taxpayer whose taxable income
for the taxable year does not exceed the
threshold amount, paragraph (2) shall be ap-
plied without regard to subparagraph (B).

‘“(B) PHASE-IN OF LIMIT FOR CERTAIN TAX-
PAYERS.—

in subparagraph
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‘(i) IN GENERAL.—If—

‘“(I) the taxable income of a taxpayer for
any taxable year exceeds the threshold
amount, but does not exceed the sum of the
threshold amount plus $50,000 ($100,000 in the
case of a joint return), and

“(IT) the amount determined under para-
graph (2)(B) (determined without regard to
this subparagraph) with respect to any quali-
fied trade or business carried on by the tax-
payer is less than the amount determined
under paragraph (2)(A) with respect such
trade or business,
then paragraph (2) shall be applied with re-
spect to such trade or business without re-
gard to subparagraph (B) thereof and by re-
ducing the amount determined under sub-
paragraph (A) thereof by the amount deter-
mined under clause (ii).

‘(i) AMOUNT OF REDUCTION.—The amount
determined under this subparagraph is the
amount which bears the same ratio to the
excess amount as—

‘(D) the amount by which the taxpayer’s
taxable income for the taxable year exceeds
the threshold amount, bears to

““(ITI) $50,000 ($100,000 in the case of a joint
return).

‘“(iii) EXCESS AMOUNT.—For purposes of
clause (ii), the excess amount is the excess
of—

“(I) the amount determined under para-
graph (2)(A) (determined without regard to
this paragraph), over

““(IT) the amount determined under para-
graph (2)(B) (determined without regard to
this paragraph).

‘“(4) WAGES, ETC.—

‘““(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘W-2 wages’
means, with respect to any person for any
taxable year of such person, the amounts de-
scribed in paragraphs (3) and (8) of section
6051(a) paid by such person with respect to
employment of employees by such person
during the calendar year ending during such
taxable year.

*(B) LIMITATION TO WAGES ATTRIBUTABLE TO
QUALIFIED BUSINESS INCOME.—Such term shall
not include any amount which is not prop-
erly allocable to qualified business income
for purposes of subsection (c)(1).

‘(C) RETURN REQUIREMENT.—Such term
shall not include any amount which is not
properly included in a return filed with the
Social Security Administration on or before
the 60th day after the due date (including ex-
tensions) for such return.

‘() ACQUISITIONS, DISPOSITIONS, AND SHORT
TAXABLE YEARS.—The Secretary shall pro-
vide for the application of this subsection in
cases of a short taxable year or where the
taxpayer acquires, or disposes of, the major
portion of a trade or business or the major
portion of a separate unit of a trade or busi-
ness during the taxable year.

‘‘(c) QUALIFIED BUSINESS INCOME.—For pur-
poses of this section—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘qualified busi-
ness income’ means, for any taxable year,
the net amount of qualified items of income,
gain, deduction, and loss with respect to any
qualified trade or business of the taxpayer.

‘“(2) CARRYOVER OF LOSSES.—If the net
amount of qualified income, gain, deduction,
and loss with respect to qualified trade or
businesses of the taxpayer amount for any
taxable year is less than zero, such amount
shall be treated as a loss from a qualified
trade or business in the succeeding taxable
year.

‘“(3) QUALIFIED ITEMS OF INCOME, GAIN, DE-
DUCTION, AND LOSS.—For purposes of this sub-
section—

““(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘qualified
items of income, gain, deduction, and loss’
means items of income, gain, deduction, and
loss to the extent such items are—
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‘(i) effectively connected with the conduct
of a trade or business within the United
States (within the meaning of section 864(c),
determined by substituting ‘qualified trade
or business (within the meaning of section
199A) for ‘nonresident alien individual or a
foreign corporation’ or for ‘a foreign corpora-
tion’ each place it appears), and

‘(i) included or allowed in determining
taxable income for the taxable year.

‘(B) EXCEPTIONS.—The following invest-
ment items shall not be taken into account
as a qualified item of income, gain, deduc-
tion, or loss:

‘(i) Any item of short-term capital gain,
short-term capital loss, long-term capital
gain, or long-term capital loss.

‘(ii) Any dividend, income equivalent to a
dividend, or payment in lieu of dividends de-
scribed in section 954(c)(1)(G).

‘“(iii) Any interest income other than in-
terest income which is properly allocable to
a trade or business.

“(iv) Any item of gain or loss described in
subparagraph (C) or (D) of section 954(c)(1)
(applied by substituting ‘qualified trade or
business’ for ‘controlled foreign corpora-
tion”).

‘“(v) Any item of income, gain, deduction,
or loss taken into account under section
954(c)(1)(F) (determined without regard to
clause (ii) thereof and other than items at-
tributable to notional principal contracts en-
tered into in transactions qualifying under
section 1221(a)(7)).

‘“(vi) Any amount received from an annu-
ity which is not received in connection with
the trade or business.

‘“‘(vii) Any item of deduction or loss prop-
erly allocable to an amount described in any
of the preceding clauses.

‘“(4) TREATMENT OF REASONABLE COMPENSA-
TION AND GUARANTEED PAYMENTS.—Qualified
business income shall not include—

‘“(A) reasonable compensation paid to the
taxpayer by any qualified trade or business
of the taxpayer for services rendered with re-
spect to the trade or business,

‘(B) any guaranteed payment described in
section 707(c) paid to a partner for services
rendered with respect to the trade or busi-
ness, and

‘(C) to the extent provided in regulations,
any payment described in section 707(a) to a
partner for services rendered with respect to
the trade or business.

‘(d) QUALIFIED TRADE OR BUSINESS.—For
purposes of this section—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘qualified trade
or business’ means any trade or business
other than a specified service trade or busi-
ness.

‘(2) SPECIFIED SERVICE TRADE OR BUSI-
NESS.—

‘““(A) IN GENERAL.—The term
service trade or business’ means—

‘(i) any trade or business involving the
performance of services described in section
1202(e)(3)(A), including investing and invest-
ment management, trading, or dealing in se-
curities (as defined in section 475(c)(2)), part-
nership interests, or commodities (as defined
in section 475(e)(2)).

¢“(3) EXCEPTION FOR SPECIFIED SERVICE BUSI-
NESSES BASED ON TAXPAYER’S INCOME.—

‘“‘(A) IN GENERAL.—If, for any taxable year,
the taxable income of any taxpayer is less
than the sum of the threshold amount plus
$50,000 ($100,000 in the case of a joint return),
then—

‘‘(i) the exception under paragraph (1) shall
not apply to specified service trades or busi-
nesses of the taxpayer for the taxable year,
but

‘(i) only the applicable percentage of
qualified items of income, gain, deduction,
or loss, and the W-2 wages, of the taxpayer
allocable to such specified service trades or

‘specified
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businesses shall be taken into account in
computing the qualified business income and
W-2 wages of the taxpayer for the taxable
year for purposes of applying this section.

‘(B) APPLICABLE PERCENTAGE.—For pur-
poses of subparagraph (A), the term ‘applica-
ble percentage’ means, with respect to any
taxable year, 100 percent reduced (not below
zero) by the percentage equal to the ratio
of—

‘(i) the taxable income of the taxpayer for
the taxable year in excess of the threshold
amount, bears to

‘“(ii) $50,000 ($100,000 in the case of a joint
return).

‘“‘(e) OTHER DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of
this section—

‘(1) TAXABLE INCOME.—Taxable income
shall be computed without regard to the de-
duction allowable under this section.

¢“(2) THRESHOLD AMOUNT.—

‘““(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘threshold
amount’ means $250,000 (200 percent of such
amount in the case of a joint return).

“(B) INFLATION ADJUSTMENT.—In the case
of any taxable year beginning after 2018, the
dollar amount in paragraph (1) shall be in-
creased by an amount equal to—

‘(i) such dollar amount, multiplied by

‘“(ii) the cost-of-living adjustment deter-

mined under section 1(f)(3) for the calendar
year in which the taxable year begins.
If any amount as increased under the pre-
ceding sentence is not a multiple of $1,000,
such amount shall be rounded to the nearest
multiple of $1,000.

“(3) QUALIFIED REIT DIVIDEND.—The term
‘qualified REIT dividend’ means any divi-
dend from a real estate investment trust re-
ceived during the taxable year which—

‘“(A) is not a capital gain dividend, as de-
fined in section 857(b)(3), and

‘(B) is not qualified dividend income, as
defined in section 1(h)(11).

‘(4) QUALIFIED COOPERATIVE DIVIDEND.—
The term ‘qualified cooperative dividend’
means any patronage dividend (as defined in
section 1388(a)), any per-unit retain alloca-
tion (as defined in section 1388(f)), and any
qualified written notice of allocation (as de-
fined in section 1388(c)), or any similar
amount received from an organization de-
scribed in subparagraph (B)(ii), which—

‘‘(A) is includible in gross income, and

‘“(B) is received from—

‘(i) an organization or corporation de-
scribed in section 501(c)(12) or 1381(a), or

‘“(ii) an organization which is governed
under this title by the rules applicable to co-
operatives under this title before the enact-
ment of subchapter T.

““(f) SPECIAL RULES.—

(1) APPLICATION TO PARTNERSHIPS AND S
CORPORATIONS.—

‘“(A) IN GENERAL.—In the case of a partner-
ship or S corporation—

‘(i) this section shall be applied at the
partner or shareholder level,

‘‘(i1) each partner or shareholder shall take
into account such person’s allocable share of
each qualified item of income, gain, deduc-
tion, and loss, and

‘‘(iii) each partner or shareholder shall be

treated for purposes of subsection (b) as hav-
ing W-2 wages for the taxable year in an
amount equal to such person’s allocable
share of the W-2 wages of the partnership or
S corporation for the taxable year (as deter-
mined under regulations prescribed by the
Secretary).
For purposes of clause (iii), a partner’s or
shareholder’s allocable share of W-2 wages
shall be determined in the same manner as
the partner’s or shareholder’s allocable share
of wage expenses. For purposes of this sub-
paragraph, in the case of an S corporation,
an allocable share shall be the shareholder’s
pro rata share of an item.
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“(B) APPLICATION TO TRUSTS AND ES-
TATES.—This section shall not apply to any
trust or estate.

¢(C) TREATMENT OF TRADES OR BUSINESS IN
PUERTO RICO.—

‘(i) IN GENERAL.—In the case of any tax-
payer with qualified business income from
sources within the commonwealth of Puerto
Rico, if all such income is taxable under sec-
tion 1 for such taxable year, then for pur-
poses of determining the qualified business
income of such taxpayer for such taxable
year, the term ‘United States’ shall include
the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico.

¢‘(ii) SPECIAL RULE FOR APPLYING WAGE LIM-
ITATION.—In the case of any taxpayer de-
scribed in clause (i), the determination of W-
2 wages of such taxpayer with respect to any
qualified trade or business conducted in
Puerto Rico shall be made without regard to
any exclusion under section 3401(a)(8) for re-
muneration paid for services in Puerto Rico.

“(2) COORDINATION WITH MINIMUM TAX.—For
purposes of determining alternative min-
imum taxable income under section 55,
qualified business income shall be deter-
mined without regard to any adjustments
under sections 56 through 59.

*“(3) DEDUCTION LIMITED TO INCOME TAXES.—
The deduction under subsection (a) shall
only be allowed for purposes of this chapter.

‘“(4) REGULATIONS.—The Secretary shall
prescribe such regulations as are necessary
to carry out the purposes of this section, in-
cluding regulations—

‘“(A) for requiring or restricting the alloca-
tion of items and wages under this section
and such reporting requirements as the Sec-
retary determines appropriate, and

“(B) for the application of this section in
the case of tiered entities.

‘(g) TERMINATION.—This section shall not
apply to taxable years beginning after De-
cember 31, 2025.”".

(b) ACCURACY-RELATED PENALTY ON DETER-
MINATION OF APPLICABLE PERCENTAGE.—Sec-
tion 6662(d)(1) is amended by inserting at the
end the following new subparagraph:

‘“(C) SPECIAL RULE FOR TAXPAYERS CLAIM-
ING SECTION 199A DEDUCTION.—In the case of
any taxpayer who claims the deduction al-
lowed under section 199A for the taxable
year, subparagraph (A) shall be applied by
substituting ‘6 percent’ for ‘10 percent’.”.

(¢c) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—

(1) Section 170(b)(2)(D) is amended by strik-
ing ¢, and” at the end of clause (iv), by re-
designating clause (v) as clause (vi), and by
inserting after clause (iv) the following new
clause:

‘(v) section 199A, and”’.

(2) Section 172(d) is amended by adding at
the end the following new paragraph:

‘(8) QUALIFIED BUSINESS INCOME DEDUC-
TION.—The deduction under section 199A
shall not be allowed.”.

(3) Section 246(b)(1) is amended by insert-
ing ‘“199A,” before ‘‘243(a)(1)”.

(4) Section 613(a) is amended by inserting
“‘and without the deduction under section
199A” after ‘“‘and without the deduction
under section 199",

(5) Section 613A(d)(1) is amended by redes-
ignating subparagraphs (C), (D), and (E) as
subparagraphs (D), (E), and (F), respectively,
and by inserting after subparagraph (B), the
following new subparagraph:

“(C) any deduction allowable under section
199A,”.

(6) The table of sections for part VI of sub-
chapter B of chapter 1 is amended by insert-
ing at the end the following new item:

“Sec. 199A. Qualified business income.”’.

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to taxable
years beginning after December 31, 2017.
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SEC. 11012. LIMITATION ON LOSSES FOR TAX-
PAYERS OTHER THAN CORPORA-
TIONS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 461 is amended by
adding at the end the following new sub-
section:

‘(1) LIMITATION ON EXCESS BUSINESS
LOSSES OF NONCORPORATE TAXPAYERS.—

‘(1) LIMITATION.—In the case of taxable
year of a taxpayer other than a corporation
beginning after December 31, 2017, and before
January 1, 2026—

““(A) subsection (j) (relating to limitation
on excess farm losses of certain taxpayers)
shall not apply, and

‘“(B) any excess business loss of the tax-
payer for the taxable year shall not be al-
lowed.

‘(2) DISALLOWED LOSS CARRYOVER.—ANY
loss which is disallowed under paragraph (1)
shall be treated as a net operating loss car-
ryover to the following taxable year under
section 172.

‘(3) EXCESS BUSINESS LOSS.—For purposes
of this subsection—

‘““(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘excess busi-
ness loss’ means the excess (if any) of—

‘(i) the aggregate deductions of the tax-
payer for the taxable year which are attrib-
utable to trades or businesses of such tax-
payer (determined without regard to whether
or not such deductions are disallowed for
such taxable year under paragraph (1)), over

‘“(ii) the sum of—

“(I) the aggregate gross income or gain of
such taxpayer for the taxable year which is
attributable to such trades or businesses,
plus

““(IT) $250,000 (200 percent of such amount in
the case of a joint return).

‘“(B) ADJUSTMENT FOR INFLATION.—In the
case of any taxable year beginning after De-
cember 31, 2018, the $250,000 amount in sub-
paragraph (A)(ii)(II) shall be increased by an
amount equal to—

‘(i) such dollar amount, multiplied by

‘‘(ii) the cost-of-living adjustment deter-

mined under section 1(f)(3) for the calendar
year in which the taxable year begins.
If any amount as increased under the pre-
ceding sentence is not a multiple of $1,000,
such amount shall be rounded to the nearest
multiple of $1,000.

‘“(4) APPLICATION OF SUBSECTION IN CASE OF
PARTNERSHIPS AND S CORPORATIONS.—In the
case of a partnership or S corporation—

‘‘(A) this subsection shall be applied at the
partner or shareholder level, and

‘‘(B) each partner’s or shareholder’s allo-
cable share of the items of income, gain, de-
duction, or loss of the partnership or S cor-
poration for any taxable year from trades or
businesses attributable to the partnership or
S corporation shall be taken into account by
the partner or shareholder in applying this
subsection to the taxable year of such part-
ner or shareholder with or within which the
taxable year of the partnership or S corpora-
tion ends.

For purposes of this paragraph, in the case of
an S corporation, an allocable share shall be
the shareholder’s pro rata share of an item.

‘“(5) ADDITIONAL REPORTING.—The Sec-
retary shall prescribe such additional report-
ing requirements as the Secretary deter-
mines appropriate to carry out the purposes
of this subsection.

¢“(6) COORDINATION WITH SECTION 469.—This
subsection shall be applied after the applica-
tion of section 469.”".

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments

made by this section shall apply to taxable
years beginning after December 31, 2017.
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PART III—TAX BENEFITS FOR FAMILIES
AND INDIVIDUALS
SEC. 11021. INCREASE IN STANDARD DEDUCTION.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (c) of section
63 is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing new paragraph:

““(7) SPECIAL RULES FOR TAXABLE YEARS 2018
THROUGH 2025.—In the case of a taxable year
beginning after December 31, 2017, and before
January 1, 2026—

‘““(A) INCREASE IN STANDARD DEDUCTION.—
Paragraph (2) shall be applied—

‘(1) by substituting ‘$18,000° for ‘$4,400° in
subparagraph (B), and

‘“(i1) by substituting ‘$12,000° for ‘$3,000° in
subparagraph (C).

¢(B) ADJUSTMENT FOR INFLATION.—

‘(i) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (4) shall not
apply to the dollar amounts contained in
paragraphs (2)(B) and (2)(C).

‘(i) ADJUSTMENT OF INCREASED AMOUNTS.—
In the case of a taxable year beginning after
2018, the $18,000 and $12,000 amounts in sub-
paragraph (A) shall each be increased by an
amount equal to—

“(I) such dollar amount, multiplied by

““(II) the cost-of-living adjustment deter-
mined under section 1(f)(3) for the calendar
year in which the taxable year begins, deter-
mined by substituting ‘2017’ for ‘2016 in sub-
paragraph (A)(ii) thereof.”.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by this section shall apply to taxable
years beginning after December 31, 2017.

SEC. 11022. INCREASE IN AND MODIFICATION OF
CHILD TAX CREDIT.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 24 is amended by
adding at the end the following new sub-
section:

“(h) SPECIAL RULES FOR TAXABLE YEARS
2018 THROUGH 2025.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—In the case of a taxable
year beginning after December 31, 2017, and
before January 1, 2026, this section shall be
applied as provided in paragraphs (2) through
(8).
‘“(2) CREDIT AMOUNT.—Subsection (a) shall
be applied by substituting ‘$2,000° for ‘$1,000’.

‘“(3) LIMITATION.—In lieu of the amount de-
termined under subsection (b)(2), the thresh-
old amount shall be $500,000.

‘“(49) DEFINITION OF QUALIFYING CHILD.—
Paragraph (1) of subsection (c) shall be ap-
plied by substituting ‘18’ for ‘17°.

‘“(5) PARTIAL CREDIT ALLOWED FOR CERTAIN
OTHER DEPENDENTS.—

‘“(A) IN GENERAL.—The credit determined
under subsection (a) (after the application of
paragraph (2)) shall be increased by $500 for
each dependent of the taxpayer (as defined in
section 152) other than a qualifying child de-
scribed in subsection (c¢) (after the applica-
tion of paragraph (4)).

‘(B) EXCEPTION FOR CERTAIN NONCITIZENS.—
Subparagraph (A) shall not apply with re-
spect to any individual who would not be a
dependent if subparagraph (A) of section
152(b)(3) were applied without regard to all
that follows ‘resident of the United States’.

“(6) MAXIMUM AMOUNT OF REFUNDABLE
CREDIT.—

‘“(A) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (d)(1)(A)
shall be applied without regard to para-
graphs (2) and (5) of this subsection.

“(B) ADJUSTMENT FOR INFLATION.—In the
case of a taxable year beginning after 2017,
subsection (d)(1)(A) shall be applied as if the
$1,000 amount in subsection (a) were in-
creased (but not to exceed the amount under
paragraph (2) of this subsection) by an
amount equal to—

‘(i) such dollar amount, multiplied by

‘“(ii) the cost-of-living adjustment deter-
mined under section 1(f)(3) for the calendar
yvear in which the taxable year begins.

Any increase determined under the preceding
sentence shall be rounded to the next highest
multiple of $100.
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“(7T) EARNED INCOME THRESHOLD FOR RE-
FUNDABLE CREDIT.—Subsection (d)(1)(B)(i)
shall be applied by substituting ‘$2,500° for
‘$3,000°.

¢“(8) SOCIAL SECURITY NUMBER REQUIRED.—
No credit shall be allowed under subsection
(d) to a taxpayer with respect to any quali-
fying child unless the taxpayer includes the
social security number of such child on the
return of tax for the taxable year. For pur-
poses of the preceding sentence, the term ‘so-
cial security number’ means a social secu-
rity number issued to an individual by the
Social Security Administration, but only if
the social security number is issued to a cit-
izen of the United States or is issued pursu-
ant to subclause (I) (or that portion of sub-
clause (III) that relates to subclause (I)) of
section 205(c)(2)(B)(i) of the Social Security
Act.”.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by this section shall apply to taxable
years beginning after December 31, 2017.

SEC. 11023. INCREASED LIMITATION FOR CER-
TAIN CHARITABLE CONTRIBUTIONS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 170(b)(1) is
amended by redesignating subparagraph (G)
as subparagraph (H) and by inserting after
subparagraph (F) the following new subpara-
graph:

“(G) INCREASED LIMITATION FOR CASH CON-
TRIBUTIONS.—

‘(i) IN GENERAL.—In the case of any con-
tribution of cash to an organization de-
scribed in subparagraph (A), the total
amount of such contributions which may be
taken into account under subsection (a) for
any taxable year beginning after December
31, 2017, and before January 1, 2026, shall not
exceed 60 percent of the taxpayer’s contribu-
tion base for such year.

‘‘(ii) CARRYOVER.—If the aggregate amount
of contributions described in clause (i) ex-
ceeds the applicable limitation under clause
(i) for any taxable year described in such
clause, such excess shall be treated (in a
manner consistent with the rules of sub-
section (d)(1)) as a charitable contribution to
which clause (i) applies in each of the 5 suc-
ceeding years in order of time.

¢“(iii) COORDINATION WITH SUBPARAGRAPHS
(A) AND (B).—

‘(I) IN GENERAL.—Contributions taken into
account under this subparagraph shall not be
taken into account under subparagraph (A).

“(II) LIMITATION REDUCTION.—Subpara-
graphs (A) and (B) shall be applied for each
taxable year described in clause (i), and each
taxable year to which any contribution
under this subparagraph is carried over
under clause (ii), by reducing (but not below
zero) the aggregate contribution limitation
allowed for the taxable year under each such
subparagraph by the aggregate contributions
allowed under this subparagraph for such
taxable year.”.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by this section shall apply to contribu-
tions in taxable years beginning after De-
cember 31, 2017.

SEC. 11024. INCREASED CONTRIBUTIONS TO
ABLE ACCOUNTS.

(a) INCREASE IN LIMITATION FOR CONTRIBU-
TIONS FROM COMPENSATION OF INDIVIDUALS
WITH DISABILITIES.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 529A(b)(2)(B) is
amended to read as follows:

‘“(B) except in the case of contributions
under subsection (¢)(1)(C), if such contribu-
tion to an ABLE account would result in ag-
gregate contributions from all contributors
to the ABLE account for the taxable year ex-
ceeding the sum of—

‘(i) the amount in effect under section
2503(b) for the calendar year in which the
taxable year begins, plus
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‘‘(ii) in the case of any contribution by a
designated beneficiary described in para-
graph (7) before January 1, 2026, the lesser
of—

‘“(I) compensation (as defined by section
219(f)(1)) includible in the designated bene-
ficiary’s gross income for the preceding tax-
able year, or

‘“(II) an amount equal to the poverty line
for a one-person household, as determined
for the calendar year preceding the calendar
year in which the taxable year begins.”’.

(2) ELIGIBLE DESIGNATED BENEFICIARY.—
Section 529A(b) is amended by adding at the
end the following:

“(7T) SPECIAL RULES RELATED TO CONTRIBU-

TION LIMIT.—For purposes of paragraph
(2)(B)(ii)—
‘““(A) DESIGNATED BENEFICIARY.—A des-

ignated beneficiary described in this para-
graph is an employee (including an employee
within the meaning of section 401(c)) with re-
spect to whom—

‘(i) no contribution is made for the taxable
yvear to a defined contribution plan (within
the meaning of section 414(i)) with respect to
which the requirements of section 401(a) or
403(a) are met,

‘(i) no contribution is made for the tax-
able year to an annuity contract described in
section 403(b), and

‘“(iii) no contribution is made for the tax-
able year to an eligible deferred compensa-
tion plan described in section 457(b).

‘(B) POVERTY LINE.—The term ‘poverty
line’ has the meaning given such term by
section 673 of the Community Services Block
Grant Act (42 U.S.C. 9902).”.

(b) ALLOWANCE OF SAVER'S CREDIT FOR
ABLE CONTRIBUTIONS BY ACCOUNT HOLDER.—
Section 25B(d)(1) is amended by striking
“and” at the end of subparagraph (B)(ii), by
striking the period at the end of subpara-
graph (C) and inserting ¢, and’’, and by in-
serting at the end the following:

‘(D) the amount of contributions made be-
fore January 1, 2026, by such individual to
the ABLE account (within the meaning of
section 529A) of which such individual is the
designated beneficiary.”.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to taxable
years beginning after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act.

SEC. 11025. ROLLOVERS TO ABLE PROGRAMS
FROM 529 PROGRAMS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Clause (i) of section
529(c)(3)(C) is amended by striking ‘“‘or’ at
the end of subclause (I), by striking the pe-
riod at the end of subclause (II) and inserting
“, or”’, and by adding at the end the fol-
lowing:

‘“(IIT) before January 1, 2026, to an ABLE
account (as defined in section 529A(e)(6)) of
the designated beneficiary or a member of
the family of the designated beneficiary.
Subclause (IIT) shall not apply to so much of
a distribution which, when added to all other
contributions made to the ABLE account for
the taxable year, exceeds the limitation
under section 529A(b)(2)(B).”.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to distribu-
tions after the date of the enactment of this
Act.

SEC. 11026. TREATMENT OF CERTAIN INDIVID-
UALS PERFORMING SERVICES IN
THE SINAI PENINSULA OF EGYPT.

(a) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of the fol-
lowing provisions of the Internal Revenue
Code of 1986, with respect to the applicable
period, a qualified hazardous duty area shall
be treated in the same manner as if it were
a combat zone (as determined under section
112 of such Code):

(1) Section 2(a)(3) (relating to special rule
where deceased spouse was in missing sta-
tus).
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(2) Section 112 (relating to the exclusion of
certain combat pay of members of the Armed
Forces).

(3) Section 692 (relating to income taxes of
members of Armed Forces on death).

(4) Section 2201 (relating to members of the
Armed Forces dying in combat zone or by
reason of combat-zone-incurred wounds,
etce.).

(5) Section 3401(a)(1) (defining wages relat-
ing to combat pay for members of the Armed
Forces).

(6) Section 4253(d) (relating to the taxation
of phone service originating from a combat
zone from members of the Armed Forces).

(7) Section 6013(f)(1) (relating to joint re-
turn where individual is in missing status).

(8) Section 7508 (relating to time for per-
forming certain acts postponed by reason of
service in combat zone).

(b) QUALIFIED HAZARDOUS DUTY AREA.—For
purposes of this section, the term ‘‘qualified
hazardous duty area’” means the Sinai Pe-
ninsula of Egypt, if as of the date of the en-
actment of this section any member of the
Armed Forces of the United States is enti-
tled to special pay under section 310 of title
37, United States Code (relating to special
pay; duty subject to hostile fire or imminent
danger), for services performed in such loca-
tion. Such term includes such location only
during the period such entitlement is in ef-
fect.

(c) APPLICABLE PERIOD.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in
paragraph (2), the applicable period is—

(A) the portion of the first taxable year
ending after June 9, 2015, which begins on
such date, and

(B) any subsequent taxable year beginning
before January 1, 2026.

(2) WITHHOLDING.—In the case of subsection
(a)(b), the applicable period is—

(A) the portion of the first taxable year
ending after the date of the enactment of
this Act which begins on such date, and

(B) any subsequent taxable year beginning
before January 1, 2026.

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in
paragraph (2), the provisions of this section
shall take effect on June 9, 2015.

(2) WITHHOLDING.—Subsection (a)(5) shall
apply to remuneration paid after the date of
the enactment of this Act.

SEC. 11027. EXTENSION OF WAIVER OF LIMITA-
TIONS WITH RESPECT TO EXCLUD-
ING FROM GROSS INCOME AMOUNTS
RECEIVED BY WRONGFULLY INCAR-
CERATED INDIVIDUALS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 304(d) of the Pro-
tecting Americans from Tax Hikes Act of
2015 (26 U.S.C. 139F note) is amended by
striking ‘‘1-year’ and inserting ‘‘2-year’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall take effect on the
date of the enactment of this Act.

SEC. 11028. UNBORN CHILDREN ALLOWED AS 529
ACCOUNT BENEFICIARIES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 529(e) is amended
by adding at the end the following new para-
graph:

¢(6) TREATMENT OF UNBORN CHILDREN.—

‘“(A) IN GENERAL.—Nothing shall prevent
an unborn child from being treated as a des-
ignated beneficiary or an individual under
this section.

‘“(B) UNBORN CHILD.—For purposes of this
paragraph—

‘(i) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘unborn child’
means a child in utero.

“(ii) CHILD IN UTERO.—The term ‘child in
utero’ means a member of the species homo
sapiens, at any stage of development, who is
carried in the womb.”’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by this section shall apply to contribu-
tions made after December 31, 2017.
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11029. RELIEF FOR MISSISSIPPI RIVER
DELTA FLOOD DISASTER AREA.

(a) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of this sec-
tion, the term ‘‘Mississippi River Delta flood
disaster area’ means any area—

(1) with respect to which a major disaster
has been declared by the President under
section 401 of the Robert T. Stafford Disaster
Relief and Emergency Assistance Act before
September 3, 2016, by reason of severe storms
and flooding occurring in Louisiana during
August of 2016, or

(2) with respect to which a major disaster
has been declared by the President under
section 401 of the Robert T. Stafford Disaster
Relief and Emergency Assistance Act before
March 31, 2016, by reason of severe storms
and flooding occurring in Louisiana, Texas,
and Mississippi during March of 2016.

(b) SPECIAL RULES FOR USE OF RETIREMENT
FUNDS WITH RESPECT TO MISSISSIPPI DELTA
AREAS DAMAGED BY 2016 FLOODING.—

(1) TAX-FAVORED WITHDRAWALS FROM RE-
TIREMENT PLANS.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—Section 72(t) of the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986 shall not apply to
any qualified Mississippi River Delta flood-
ing distribution.

(B) AGGREGATE DOLLAR LIMITATION.—

(i) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of this sub-
section, the aggregate amount of distribu-
tions received by an individual which may be
treated as qualified Mississippi River Delta
flooding distributions for any taxable year
shall not exceed the excess (if any) of—

(I) $100,000, over

(IT) the aggregate amounts treated as
qualified Mississippi River Delta flooding
distributions received by such individual for
all prior taxable years.

(ii) TREATMENT OF PLAN DISTRIBUTIONS.—If
a distribution to an individual would (with-
out regard to clause (i)) be a qualified Mis-
sissippi River Delta flooding distribution, a
plan shall not be treated as violating any re-
quirement of this title merely because the
plan treats such distribution as a qualified
Mississippi River Delta flooding distribution,
unless the aggregate amount of such dis-
tributions from all plans maintained by the
employer (and any member of any controlled
group which includes the employer) to such
individual exceeds $100,000.

(iii) CONTROLLED GROUP.—For purposes of
clause (ii), the term ‘‘controlled group”’
means any group treated as a single em-
ployer under subsection (b), (¢), (m), or (o) of
section 414 of the Internal Revenue Code of
1986.

(C) AMOUNT DISTRIBUTED MAY BE REPAID.—

(i) IN GENERAL.—Any individual who re-
ceives a qualified Mississippi River Delta
flooding distribution may, at any time dur-
ing the 3-year period beginning on the day
after the date on which such distribution
was received, make one or more contribu-
tions in an aggregate amount not to exceed
the amount of such distribution to an eligi-
ble retirement plan of which such individual
is a beneficiary and to which a rollover con-
tribution of such distribution could be made
under section 402(c), 403(a)(4), 403(b)(8),
408(d)(3), or 457(e)(16) of the Internal Revenue
Code of 1986, as the case may be.

(ii) TREATMENT OF REPAYMENTS OF DIS-
TRIBUTIONS FROM ELIGIBLE RETIREMENT PLANS
OTHER THAN IRAS.—For purposes of this title,
if a contribution is made pursuant to clause
(i) with respect to a qualified Mississippi
River Delta flooding distribution from an el-
igible retirement plan other than an indi-
vidual retirement plan, then the taxpayer
shall, to the extent of the amount of the con-
tribution, be treated as having received the
qualified Mississippi River Delta flooding
distribution in an eligible rollover distribu-
tion (as defined in section 402(c)(4) of the In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1986) and as having
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transferred the amount to the eligible retire-
ment plan in a direct trustee to trustee
transfer within 60 days of the distribution.

(iii) TREATMENT OF REPAYMENTS FOR DIS-
TRIBUTIONS FROM IRAS.—For purposes of the
Internal Revenue Code of 1986, if a contribu-
tion is made pursuant to clause (i) with re-
spect to a qualified Mississippi River Delta
flooding distribution from an individual re-
tirement plan (as defined by section
7701(a)(37) of the Internal Revenue Code of
1986), then, to the extent of the amount of
the contribution, the qualified Mississippi
River Delta flooding distribution shall be
treated as a distribution described in section
408(d)(3) of such Code and as having been
transferred to the eligible retirement plan in
a direct trustee to trustee transfer within 60
days of the distribution.

(D) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this
paragraph—

(i) QUALIFIED MISSISSIPPI RIVER DELTA
FLOODING DISTRIBUTION.—Except as provided
in subparagraph (B), the term ‘‘qualified Mis-
sissippi River Delta flooding distribution”
means—

(I) any distribution from an eligible retire-
ment plan made on or after August 11, 2016,
and before January 1, 2018, to an individual
whose principal place of abode on August 11,
2016, was located in the portion of Mississippi
River Delta disaster area described in sub-
section (a)(1) and who has sustained an eco-
nomic loss by reason of the severe storms
and flooding giving rise to the Presidential
declaration described in subsection (a)(1), or

(IT) any distribution from an eligible re-
tirement plan made on or after March 1, 2016,
and before January 1, 2018, to an individual
whose principal place of abode on March 1,
2016, was located in the portion of Mississippi
River Delta disaster area described in sub-
section (a)(2) and who has sustained an eco-
nomic loss by reason of the severe storms
and flooding giving rise to the Presidential
declaration described in subsection (a)(2).

(ii) ELIGIBLE RETIREMENT PLAN.—The term
‘‘eligible retirement plan’ shall have the
meaning given such term by section
402(c)(8)(B) of the Internal Revenue Code of
1986.

(E) INCOME INCLUSION SPREAD OVER 3-YEAR
PERIOD.—

(i) IN GENERAL.—In the case of any quali-
fied Mississippi River Delta flooding dis-
tribution, unless the taxpayer elects not to
have this subparagraph apply for any taxable
year, any amount required to be included in
gross income for such taxable year shall be
so included ratably over the 3-taxable-year
period beginning with such taxable year.

(ii) SPECIAL RULE.—For purposes of clause
(i), rules similar to the rules of subparagraph
(E) of section 408A(d)(3) of the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 shall apply.

(F) SPECIAL RULES.—

(i) EXEMPTION OF DISTRIBUTIONS FROM
TRUSTEE TO TRUSTEE TRANSFER AND WITH-
HOLDING RULES.—For purposes of sections
401(a)(31), 402(f), and 3405 of the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986, qualified Mississippi River
Delta flooding distributions shall not be
treated as eligible rollover distributions.

(ii) QUALIFIED MISSISSIPPI RIVER DELTA
FLOODING DISTRIBUTIONS TREATED AS MEETING
PLAN DISTRIBUTION REQUIREMENTS.—For pur-
poses of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986, a
qualified Mississippi River Delta flooding
distribution shall be treated as meeting the
requirements of sections 401(k)(2)(B)(@),
403(b)(T)(A)({i), 403(b)(11), and 457(d)(1)(A) of
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986.

(2) PROVISIONS RELATING TO PLAN AMEND-
MENTS.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—If this paragraph applies
to any amendment to any plan or annuity
contract, such plan or contract shall be
treated as being operated in accordance with
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the terms of the plan during the period de-
scribed in subparagraph (B)(ii)(I).

(B) AMENDMENTS TO WHICH SUBSECTION AP-
PLIES.—

(i) IN GENERAL.—This paragraph shall apply
to any amendment to any plan or annuity
contract which is made—

(I) pursuant to any provision of this sec-
tion, or pursuant to any regulation under
any provision of this section; and

(IT) on or before the last day of the first

plan year beginning on or after January 1,
2018, or such later date as the Secretary pre-
scribes.
In the case of a governmental plan (as de-
fined in section 414(d) of the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986), subclause (II) shall be ap-
plied by substituting the date which is 2
years after the date otherwise applied under
subclause (II).

(ii) CONDITIONS.—This paragraph shall not
apply to any amendment unless—

(I) during the period—

(aa) beginning on the date that this section
or the regulation described in clause (i)(I)
takes effect (or in the case of a plan or con-
tract amendment not required by this sec-
tion or such regulation, the effective date
specified by the plan); and

(bb) ending on the date described in clause
(1)) (or, if earlier, the date the plan or con-
tract amendment is adopted),
the plan or contract is operated as if such
plan or contract amendment were in effect;
and

(IT) such plan or contract amendment ap-
plies retroactively for such period.

(c) SPECIAL RULES FOR PERSONAL CASUALTY
LOSSES RELATED TO LOUISIANA SEVERE
STORMS AND FLOODING.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—If an individual has a net
disaster loss for any taxable year beginning
after December 31, 2017, and before January
1, 2026—

(A) the amount determined under section
165(h)(2)(A)(i) of the Internal Revenue Code
of 1986 shall be equal to the sum of—

(i) such net disaster loss, and

(ii) so much of the excess referred to in the
matter preceding clause (i) of section
1656(h)(2)(A) of such Code (reduced by the
amount in clause (i) of this subparagraph) as
exceeds 10 percent of the adjusted gross in-
come of the individual,

(B) section 165(h)(1) of such Code shall be
applied by substituting ‘“$500>’ for ‘‘$500 ($100
for taxable years beginning after December
31, 2009)”’,

(C) the standard deduction determined
under section 63(c) of such Code shall be in-
creased by the net disaster loss, and

(D) section 56(b)(1)(E) of such Code shall
not apply to so much of the standard deduc-
tion as is attributable to the increase under
subparagraph (C) of this paragraph.

(2) NET DISASTER LOSS.—For purposes of
this subsection, the term ‘‘net disaster loss”
means the excess of qualified disaster-re-
lated personal casualty losses over personal
casualty gains (as defined in section
165(h)(3)(A) of the Internal Revenue Code of
1986).

(3) QUALIFIED DISASTER-RELATED PERSONAL
CASUALTY LOSSES.—For purposes of this para-
graph, the term ‘‘qualified disaster-related
personal casualty losses” means losses de-
scribed in section 165(c)(3) of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 which arise—

(A) in the portion of the Mississippi River
Delta flood disaster area described in sub-
section (a)(1) on or after August 11, 2016, and
which are attributable to the severe storms
and flooding giving rise to the Presidential
declaration described in subsection (a)(1), or

(B) in the portion of the Mississippi River
Delta flood disaster area described in sub-
section (a)(2) on or after March 1, 2016, and
which are attributable to the severe storms
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and flooding giving rise to the Presidential

declaration described in subsection (a)(2).
PART IV—EDUCATION

SEC. 11031. TREATMENT OF STUDENT LOANS DIS-
CHARGED ON ACCOUNT OF DEATH
OR DISABILITY.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 108(f) is amended
by adding at the end the following new para-
graph:

‘‘(5) DISCHARGES ON ACCOUNT OF DEATH OR
DISABILITY.—

‘“(A) IN GENERAL.—In the case of an indi-
vidual, gross income for any taxable year be-
ginning after December 31, 2017, and before
January 1, 2026, does not include any amount
which (but for this subsection) would be in-
cludible in gross income for such taxable
year by reasons of the discharge (in whole or
in part) of any loan described in subpara-
graph (B) if such discharge was—

‘(i) pursuant to subsection (a) or (d) of sec-
tion 437 of the Higher Education Act of 1965
or the parallel benefit under part D of title
IV of such Act (relating to the repayment of
loan liability),

‘“(ii) pursuant to section 464(c)(1)(F) of such
Act, or

‘‘(iii) otherwise discharged on account of
the death or total and permanent disability
of the student.

‘“(B) LOANS DESCRIBED.—A loan is described
in this subparagraph if such loan is—

‘‘(i) a student loan (as defined in paragraph
(2)), or

‘“(ii) a private education loan (as defined in
section 140(7) of the Consumer Credit Protec-
tion Act (15 U.S.C. 1650(7))).”".

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by this section shall apply to dis-
charges of indebtedness after December 31,
2017.
SEC. 11032. INCREASE IN DEDUCTION FOR
TEACHER EXPENSES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subparagraph (D) of sec-
tion 62(a)(2) is amended by striking ‘‘$250”’
and inserting ‘‘$250 ($500 in the case of tax-
able years beginning after December 31, 2017,
and before January 1, 2026)"’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
ma